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LAW REVERSIONARY INTEREST 
SOCIETY, LIMITED. 
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. OSCAR NASH, F.1.A., Actuary and Secretary. 
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BUSINESS IN FORCE . - £15,232,000 


FUNDS - - - : 
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and embraces every modern advantage. 
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According to last results. 
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Full information on application to 








Contents. 

CUBRENT TOPICS........ccoerereseseess serves 98 | OBITUARY 104 
Tre REAL REPRESENTATIVE ....ccccococroe 96 | LiBGAL NEWS oe. .cesercccceccenseessesenserennnes 104 
REVIEWS ... ; 97 | COURT PAPERS  ......s00.00.0:ceeseeceeres eveee 105 
Cc E 98 | Wrxpina-up NOTICES .......0...:000-see0e008 105 
NEW ORDERS, &C..0....cccceseeessseeeceeeveee 98 | CREDITORS’ NOTICES... ...00seeser.ceseeeeeeee 105 
Pornts TO BE NOTED .icse.seseers-sceveeees 98 | BANKRUPTCY NOTICES weeccesesceecesseeseeree 106 
Law Societies 102 





Cases Reported this Week. 
In the Weekly Reporter. 








In the Solicitors’ Journal. 
Edward Chester & Co. (Lim.), Re......... 100 | Birmingham Excelsior Money Society 
Soe S PI as a), _— ows 101 v. Haywood oe eeee reseeeseees res ser eeeecesooees a 
orris v. Baker .......... -ssee...ee¢ 101 | Bolton Estates In re. Russell v. 
Pringle & Co. (Lim.), Be. Pownall v. aavtde on, msm we 
& Go: (Lim) coma i kisc seiast- Scecrespamsoe ecoboveiiines 
2%, > Dunbar a Oe iss} 1 Denton’s Estate, In re. Licenses In- 
 toseley et Cie (Lits.) apa ‘India cummse Cugentios and Guasutes 
Hubber ana : Bh. Ran 102 Fund (Limited) v. Denton ...... ........ 
The London Co v. South Fenton (Pauper) v. Thorley & Co. 
ee ee eS al ca Shas (Laitn.) sesseseeossnsstetecesnssssnneceseo nse 
a 2k Watkins . ~—s Hay, Inre. Kerr vy. Stinnear ........... 92 
he The Onn Amar '® to'1900 Hoare & Co. v. Morshed .........essesssssee 87 
and The yy Rowson v. Atlantic Transport Co. ...... 85 
Arrangemen: Salt (Appellant) v. Scott-Hall (Re- 
West and Hardy’s Contract, Re, and 
Re The Vendor and Purchaser Act, I a i ee 95 
1874 path sabance ts ais 100 | Stephens, In re. Kilby v. Betts ......... 89 
Current Topics. 


A saton of draft Rules of the Supreme Court have been 
ublished under the Rules Publication Act, 1893, and will be 
ound printed elsewhere. The first makes an addition to the 

investments for cash under the control of the court enumerated 
in ord. 22, r. 17. This already includes debenture, preference, 
guaranteed, or ren stocks of railways in Great Britain 
or Ireland which have for ten years next before the date of 
investment paid a dividend on ordinary stocks or shares, and 
the list is now extended to similar securities of railways in Great 
Britain or Ireland which are teed by railways which have 
id such a dividend. The second rule regulates ap from the 
Oentral Midwives’ Board. Under section 3 of the Midwives Act, 
1902, one of the duties of the board is to decide upon the removal 
from the roll of the name of any midwife for disobeying the rules 
and regulations from time to time made by the board, or for other 
misconduct, and under section 4 any woman thinking herself 
aggrieved by such removal may appeal within three months to 
the High Court, but no further appeal is allowed. It is now 
rovided that the appeal shall be made to the Divisional Oourt 
& an eight days’ notice of motion, and shall be supported by 
affidavit, or, if the court shall so direct on the hearing of the 
motion, by oral evidence. Apparently, it would have been more 
convenient to provide for an opportunity of settling the form of 
the evidence before the hearing. The third of the new rules 
increases item 106 in Appendix N (printing pleadings, &c.) from 
1s. to 1s. 6d. per folio (according to the official draft), or (accord- 
ing to the notice of the Rules in the London Gasette) to 1s. 3d. 





Tae RECENT application of Miss Caveto beadmitted asa student 
of one of the Inns of Court may possibly have been suggested 
by the history of the new law for the admission of women to 

ead at the ch bar. On the 30th of November, 1897, the 

urt of Appeal of Paris was called upon to decide the question 
whether a woman who had obtained the diploma of licentiate 
of doctor of law could be admitted, in the same manner as a 
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of the law of 22 Ventose An. XII., and afterwards practise as an 
advocate. The court decided this question in the negative, and 
held that, having regard to the existing legislation, a woman 
could not be admitted to take the oath of an advocate or to 
practise. In Belgium, where the profession of an advoeate is 
regulated by the same laws as in France, the Court of Appeal in 
Brussels had already (December 12, 1888) given its decision to 
the same effect. A Bill was then introduced into the French 
chambers to amend the law. This Bill became law on the Ist 
of December, 1900. It enacts that henceforth women who have 
obtained the diploma of licentiate of law shall be admitted to 
take the oath prescribed for those who wish to be admitted as 
advocates, and also to practise the profession of advocates. 


Tuer trz of the Court of Appeal and of other tribunals has 
been recently occupied by the consideration of heavy cases 
relating to dealings in the Stock Exchange. Cases of this 
description now form an important department of our law. That 
this has only recently been the case is evident from the fact that 
in several editions of Smith’s Mercantile Law there is no chapter 
on the Stock Exchange, and scarcely any mention of it through- 
out the book. The large number of companies registered under 
the Companies Act, 1862, was followed by a great increase in 
the dealings in stocks and shares, and after the commercial panic 
which soon followed, the rules of the Stock Exchange were care- 
fully considered by speculative purchasers in the hope of 
escaping their liability on some legal ground. The case of 
Grissell v. Bristowe (3 O. P. 112, 4.0. P. 36) was one of the 
first of the leading Stock Exchange cases, and since then they 
have constantly arisen in the Chancery and King’s Bench 
Divisions, and occupy many pages in the leading Digests. The 
law to which they relate has somewhat of a local character, for 
the questions nearly always arise in the city of London. There 
is, however, no reason to suppose that this will always be the 
case. Stock exchanges exist in the large cities in the North of 
England and the rules by which they are governed will probably 
bear a close analogy to those in the Metropolis. 





Mr. Justice Dakine, in his charge to the grand jury at the 
Leeds Assizes last week, referred to the fact that a large number 
of cases had been sent to the assizes which were properly triable 
at quarter sessions. This he characterized as a waste of the 
time of judges of the High Court, who were wanted for more 
important business in London. He thought it was a good thing 
for the country that the judges of the King’s Bench should go 
down to administer justice in the country, as they had done for 
centuries, but they should not be called upon, except for special 
reasons, to perform duties that were within the province of the 
justices in quarter sessions. In the present instance he could 
see no special reason why certain cases in the calendar should 
not be tried at sessions, and he had accordingly given directions 
that the persons charged in several cases should be remitted to 
be tried at quarter sessions. They were cases which presented 
no difficulty whatever, and were not of a nature serious enough 
to make them triable at the assizes. We may remark that, 
while opponents of the circuit system rely to some extent on the 
dislocation of the general business of the King’s Bench Division 
caused by the assizes, yet from the point of view of the prisoner 
it is obviously to his advantage that the gaols should be 
delivered at the earliest possible opportunity. No man, whether 
innocent or guilty, should be kept in prison waiting his trial 
longer than is absolutely necessary. But, as the learned judge 
ager out, magistrates have the widest powers of granting 

ail, And also quarter sessions could be so fixed with regard to 
the date as to afford relief to the assizes. At present, in the 
district of the Leeds Assizes all the Christmas quarter sessions 
follow about three weeks after the Autumn assizes, but without 
altering the date of the sessions, it would be quite possible to 
give effect to the judge’s observations, without hardship to 

isoners, if the magistrates would more often exercise their 
Jiscroti ion in the direction of granting bail. 





being tried for robbery with violence, and in the judge, 
summing up it was observed that if the jury believed that then 
was violence, it would follow that there had been robbery, » 
the evidence on the two points was indistinguishable, as regan 
weight and trustworthiness. To the astonishment of judge and 
bar, the jury found the prisoners not guilty of robbery, ba 
guilty of assault, an offence with which they were not charged 
The verdict therefore resulted in their liberation. In reply t 
Mr. Justice Darina, the foreman announced that the jury had 
applied to this case the principles enunciated in the charge ty 
the grand jury, and they considered that the evidence did not 
disclose an offence serious enough for trial at the assizes, 
Another jury had previously found a prisoner guilty, but 
recommended him to mercy on the ground ‘ that the indictment 
was too severe” for the crime. It was pointed out that if the 
evidence given in support of the charge in the indictment was 
sufficient to justify the jury in finding the prisoner guilty of 
that charge, it could hardly be said with justice that the indict 
ment was too severe. But the vagaries of the petty jury ar 
many and wonderful. 





An rvpPortant alteration of landlord and tenant law is effected 
by the 12th section of the Housing of the Working Classes A 
1903 (3 Ed. 7, c. 39), which enacts that— 

Section 75 of the principal Act (which relates to the condition tobe 
implied on letting houses for the working classes) shall as respects 
contract made after the passing of this Act [which passed on the 14th of 
August last] take effect notwithstanding any stipulation to the contrary, 
and any such agreement made after the passing of this Act shall be void, 
The 75th section of the Act of 1890, which is the “ principal 
Act,” enacts that ‘in any contract made after the 14th of August, 
1885 [the date of the passing of the Housing of the Working 
Classes Act, 1885], fur letting for habitation by persons of the 
working classes a house or part of a house, there shall be implied 
a condition that the house is at the commencement of the hold- 
ing in all respects reasonably fit for human habitation ”’—thus 
setting aside the well-known rule of Keates v. Karl Cadogan 
(10 C. B. 591) and other cases, that the common law recognizes 
no such implied condition on the letting of an unfurnished 
‘house, though, as laid down in Smith v. Marrable (11 M. & W. 5) 
and other well-known cases, there is such an implied condition, 
even at common law, implied on the letting of a furnished house, 
The 75th section of the Act of 1890 goes on to define ‘‘ working 
classes” thus :— 

In this section the expression “‘ letting for habitation by persons of the 

working classes ’’ means the letting for habitation of a house or part of a 
house at a rent not exceeding in England the sum named as the limit for 
the composition of rates by section 3 of the Poor Rate Assessment and 
Collection Act, 1869. 
The Act of 1869 limits the sum as in London £20, im 
Liverpool £13, in Manchester or Birmingham £10, and else. 
where £8. There has, as far as we know, been no express 
decision to the effect that the 75th section of the Housing of the 
Working Classes Act, 1890, could be ‘‘ contracted out of,”’ but 
it is surmised, and we think correctly, that it could, whiie in Mr. 
Auan’s edition of the Acts (2nd ed., at p. 107) it is suggested 
that knowledge on the part of the tenant might be a waiver of 
the condition. In Walker v. Hobbs (38 W.R. 63) it was held that 
the effect of section 12 of the Act of 1885 is, not only that the 
tenant may quit the house without paying rent if the conditions 
be broken, but may sue the landlord for damages. 





“ Rerosat to shine the shoes of a coloured man.” English- 
men who have heard that the negro population of the United 
States continue, in spite of the abolition of slavery, to be 
regarded as an inferior race, will read the foregoing words with 
some interest. They form part of the head-note in the recent 
case of Burks v. Bosso (81 Hun’s Rep. App. Div. (New ba 
530). The action was commenced by the appellant, a colour 

man, to recover a penalty from the respondent for refusing to 
polish the boots of the appellant, contrary to chapter 1042 of 
the New York Laws of 1895, s. 1 of which is as follows: ‘“ That 
all 2 ering within the jurisdiction of the State of New York 
sh be entitled to and equal accommodations, 





AN UNFORESEEN, and somewhat extraordinary, result of his 
lordship’s strictures occurred later in the day. Iwo men were 
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the judge, other places of accommodation or amusement, subject only to| fifteen months’ imprisonment. With regard to the punishment, 
d that then MM the conditions and limitations established by law and applicable | however, the section provides that an offender shall be guilty of 
robbery, a alike to all citizens. Section 2 provides a Foggy | of not less | a misdemeanour, “and may be dealt with and punished as if he 
, 48 Tegan than one hundred dollars, nor more than five hundred} had been guilty of a misdemeanour under the Debtors Act, 
judge ang dollars, to the person aggrieved against any person} 1869.” But there are various misdemeanours under the 
bbery, bat who shall violate any of the provisions of the foregoing] Debtors Act, andthe punishment is not the same forall, Under 
section by denying to any citizens, except for reasons] section 11 there are a large number of offences relating to the 
: applicable alike to all citizens of every race, creed, or colour, | bankruptcy, all of which are said to be misdemeanours, and 
© jury had Ds regardless of race, creed, and colour, the full enjoyment of| for each of which the maximum punishment is two years 
charge to any of the accommodations, facilities, or provisions in the said| with hard labour. Under section 13 there are other 
ce did Rot section enumerated. The respondent maintained a shoe-| misdemeanours, but the maximum punishment for these is one 
he assizes, polishing stand at the entrance of a large commercial building | year’s imprisonment with hard labour. Again, section 14 contains 
uilty, but extensively used for offices, and on the appellant applying to| another misdemeanour relating to false claims by the creditors of 
indictment him to polish his shoes, and tendering him the proper charge, | bankrupts, buthere again the punishment cannot exceed one year’s 
that if the he refused, stating that “he did not shine the shoes of coloured | hard labour. Under these circumstances, a case was stated by the 
tment was people.” The sections above stated were obviously enacted with | court to decide whether or not the fifteen months’ sentence passed 
r guilty of the view of raising the social position of the negro race, and in| by the Common Serjeant was lawful or not. There is — 
the indict. view of the strong feeling upon the subject which prevails in the | in the Bankruptcy Act to shew which of these sections is refe 
y jury are United States, we fully expected to find some traces of this|to when it speaks of ‘‘ misdemeanour under the Debtors Act.” 
feeling in the report of the arguments and of the judgment} 'This ambiguity has long been recognized and is referred to 
delivered by the court. But we are bound to say that the case|in Archbold, at p. 1091. The difficulty has been avoided 
is effected appears to have been discussed as a dry question of law—whether | hitherto by judges not giving more than one year’s imprison- 
lasses Act, the shoeblack stand was a place for the accommodation of the| ment; but it is clear that sometimes the offence takes a very 
public of the same character as those enumerated in the section. | gross form and that a higher sentence may sometimes be well 
The majority of the court decided this question in the affirmative, | deserved. It was, therefore, desirable that the point should be 


























ditio 

pects emp and held that the respondent was liable to the penalty. cleared up. The High Court, however, had really very little to 

the 14th of a guide it, though it seems to have leant towards leniency. It, 

og ry, ; has, therefore, decided that only one year’s imprisonment can 

7 - void, THE ETERNAL gambling question has again this week been | be given. The reason put forward by the court is that the 

‘ principal taking up the time of a Divisional Court. In Hardwick v. Lane} offence is more cognate to one of the misdemeanours 

ft August, the old question was asked, ‘“‘ What is a lottery?” The} mentioned in section 13 of the Debtors Act than to any 

Working defendant was a publican, who got up a sweepstakes on a certain | other of the many misdemeanours mentioned in the Act. 

ns of the horse-race. There were a considerable number of subscribers} That offence is the obtaining credit by false pretences 

e implied at 6d. each, and all the money subscribed, except 6d., was given] or other fraud. The sentence was, therefore, uced to 

the hold. in prizes, but there was a condition attached that each of the| twelve months. Of course, the court had to decide one way 

1” —thus three prize-winners should pay for a certain amount of beer to| or the other, but the reason is hardly convincing. It does not 
Cadogan be consumed by the whole body of subscribers. The defendant] seem possible, however, to suggest any better reason for a 

acognizes was prosecuted for setting up a lottery under 42 Geo. 3, c.| decision one way or the other. 

furnished 119, by virtue of which Act he was liable on summary con- 

~ 5) viction to ee as a rogue and vagabond. The 

ondition, magistrates, however, refused to convict, as they did not consider ‘ : , ” 

xd ; “ ” One of the leading medical journals draws attention to a 
house, a sweepstakes could be properly described as a “lottery.” On decision of the ju in of the C B oer icsech eal Gememmels int 


working case stated, the High Court has overruled the magistrates, and 


sent the matter back to them to convict. The defence matter of the administration of the estate of a debtor under 


section 122 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1882. The facts were 


ms of the seems to have been that if no profit is made by the|*. - 
part of a person who gets up the sweepstakes, and the subscrip- gy One of the debts notified by ” an vier allege? $0 
limit for tions are exhausted in prizes, it cannot be a lottery. This| ® due to a certain “‘tooth company for attendance on the 
oe same point was taken many years ago in Allport v. Nutt debtor and his family. Another creditor, a physician practising 
(1 O. B. 974), in which it was argued that the difference between | 9* Wellington, Somerset, objected to the insertion of this debt 
£20, in a lottery and a sweepstakes is that in a lottery the party getting | @ the schedule for proof on the ground that no one representing 
nd else. it up receives from the purchasers of tickets more than the value the company had been registered under the Dentists Act, 187% 
cape of the prizes; whereas in a sweepstakes all the money obtained (41 & 42 Vict. c. 33). By section 5 of this Act a person 
g of the from the subscribers is paid over to the winners. This registered under the Act shall be entitled to practise dentistry 
of,”’ but argument was, however, overruled by the court, and it would | 224 dental surgery, and a person shall not be entitled to recover 
> in Mr. seem that the decision was conclusive of the present case. | ®2Y fee or charge in any court for the performance of any dental 
Bgested In the recent case it is clear that the defendant did make | °P¢T@tion, or for any dental attendance or advice, unless he is 
aiver of some profit—that is, the sum of 6d., and the profit on the registered under the Act, or is a legally-qualified medical 
eld that ale of shout Wace and o-hall gallons of beer: but it was| Practitioner. It did not appear that the company had been 
- the argued on his behalf that such small profit should be ignored. incorporated, or that the dental attendance had a — 
ditions The court, however, held, without hesitation, that apart from any by persons who were qualified to practise, and who had 


4 laint is made 
actual profit, the sweepstakes was a lottery. If it was necessary assumed the name of the company. Comp ees as 

to shew profit, it is obvious that in the case of a licensed person — or ee Penge shad <r ere. | = 
inglish- it is of great advantage to him to attract a large number of creditors for the amount of their proof. We have considered 





Uni persons to his house; and that the coming together of such : a 
to “ persons necessarily means profit to him, although every penny | the Act, and are unable to discover any ground for the decision 
2 cia ® . 2 admitting the proof. Any one who, under section 5 of the 
1s with of the subscription is used for prizes, and no one is under agree- Dentists Act. 1 ae 3 disqualified fro sar th t 
Seoul ment to spend any of his winnings except as he chooses. erage , is disq a rs Se ee 
of his claim for dental attendance in a court of law is primd 
Res ee ie: facie disqualified from proving the amount of this claim in 
Pree: Tue RECENT case of Rex v. Turner (reported ante, p. 85), | bankruptcy. Nothing turns on the fact that the debtor did not 
ae : decided by the Court for the Consideration of Crown Cases| dispute the claim, for by section 122 of the Bankruptcy Act, 
- That Reserved, reveals a curious ambiguity in an Act of Parliament. | 1883, sub-section 3, any creditor- may, in the prescribed 
York The indictment against the defendant was under section 31 of | manner, object to | debt scheduled. No dispute could, 
he the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, for obtaining credit to the extent of | therefore, arise as to the locus standi of the objector, and in Ex 
we £20 and upwards without informing the prosecutor that he was | parte Merriman (25 Ch. D. 144) Corrox L.J., overruled a 
_ an undischarged bankrupt. On this indictment the defendant similar objection to locus standi, saying that every creditor had 
' was convicted, and was sentenced by the Common Serjeant to! an interest in seeing that proofs were not wrongly admitted. 
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It must also be observed that the question whether unregistered 
persons could a as dentists under the name of a com- 
0 


y was one of some importance and one which must sooner or 
iter be decided. 





Tax Cover of Appeal have perpetuated in Brown v. Dimbleby 
(52 W. R. 53) the curious result that a restraint on anticipa- 
tion continues after the termination of the coverture for the 
purpose of protecting a married woman against liability on con- 
tracts made during the coverture, although it is apparently at an 
end for all other purposes. That this was the state of the law 
under the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, was decided 
in Pelton Bros. v. Harrison (39 W, R. 680; 1891, 2 Q. B. 422). 
That Act was intended to alter the rule settled by Pike v. Fits- 
gibbon (17 Ch. D, 454), that judgments could only be enforced 
against so much as at the time of execution remained of the 
separate estate free from restraint on anticipation which the 
married woman had at the date of the contract. It was intended 
to make after-acquired separate property liable—though the exis- 
tenee of some separate property at the date of the contract was 
essential—but not property acquired by the woman when not 
under coverture, nor any property, though separate property, as 
to which during coverture she was restrained from anticipation. 
To a large extent this state of things was altered by the Married 
Women’s Property Act, 1893. This removed the requirement 
that the married woman must have some separate property at 
the date of the contract, and it enacted that the married woman’s 
contract should bind (1) all separate property which she might 
at the time of the contract or afterwards be possessed of or 
entitled to; and also (2) all property which she might after the 
contract, while discovert, be possessed of or entitled to. But to 
these extensions of liability there was added the proviso that 
nothing in the section should render liable any separate pro- 
perty which at the time of the contract or afterwards the married 
woman was restrained from anticipating. This proviso is open 
to the construction that it gives an absolute exemption to 
property which is subject to a restraint on anticipation during 
the coverture, even though the restraint is subsequently removed 
by termination of the coverture, and so it was held by A. L. 
Samira, L.J., in Barnett v. Howard (1900, 2 Q. B. 784), VaucHan 
Wuiams, L.J., the only other member of the court, doubting, 
but not dissenting. The question has been raised again in 
Brown v. Dimbleby, and it was suggested that it should be 
reconsidered by the full Court of Appeal. The suggestion, how- 
ever, was not acceded to, and, in accordance with Barnett v. 
Howard, it was held that the property which, during the cover- 
ture, had been subject to restraint, was not liable to be taken in 
execution after the death of the husband. 





Tus rramers of the Poor Prisoners’ Defence Act, 1903, may 
possibly have overlooked a difficulty which may arise with 
regard to the provision of legal aid. By section 1, “ where it 
appears, having regard to the nature of the defence set up by 
any poor prisoner, as disclosed in the evidence given or state- 
ment e by him before the committing justices, that it is 
desirable in the interests of justice that he should have legal 
aid in the preparation and conduct of his defence, and that his 
means are insufficient to enable him to obtain such aid, the 
committing justices, upon the committal of the prisoner for trial, 
may certify that the prisoner ought to have such legal aid, and 
thereupon the prisoner shall be entitled to have solicitor and 

assigned to him, subject to the provisions of the Act. 
In many cases there is no bar at the borough sessions to which 
the prisoner may be committed for trial, and it is doubtful 
whether any provision will be made in such a case for an extra 
fee so as to procure the attendance of counsel. It is also to be 
observed that it might well happen in such a case that the only 
solicitor in the borough conversant with criminal practice might 
be retained for the prosecution. 








The Right Hon. Lord Shand will preside at the lecture to be delivered 
to the members of the Solicitors’ i fl Clerks’ pote. ‘by Mr. 
Montague lush, K.C., on Tuesday next, the 15th inst., at 7 p-m., in 
Gray’s-inn Hall, the subject being ‘“The Law Relating to Married 


The Real Representative. 


Since reference was last made in these columns to the position 
of legal personal representatives constituted real representatives 
under Part I. of the Land Transfer Act, 1897, two further caseg 
upon the subject have come up for decision. Apart altogether 
from any inherent interest attaching to the points decided, it ig 
interesting to note that in dealing with the somewhat obscure 

hraseology of this part of the Act, the policy of the court hag 
Sen to lean apparently towards a liberal, rather than a narrow, 
construction of the expressions used therein. 

In Somerville and Turner's Contract (1903, 2 Ch. 583), the 
earlier of the two cases referred to, Kexrwton, J., had to decide 
upon an objection to title, on the part of a purchaser of ap 
equitable interest—in point of fact, an equity of redemption—in 
copyholds. The vendor claimed through the administratrix 
of a deceased owner of the equity of redemption. Upon 
the death of the owner in 1901, intestate, it was assumed that 
the equity of redemption devolved under section 1 of the Land 
Transfer Act, 1897, upon his administratrix, by whom it was 
accordingly disposed of in due course of administration to the 
vendor. The question raised by the purchaser was whether or 
no this assumption was correct. Kexewion, J., after referring 
generally to the object of the first part of the Act, decided that 
the provision contained in sub-sectiqn 1 of the first section, 
regulating the devolution of “real estate,” applies equally to 
equitable and legal estates, observing that to decide otherwise 
would be to take away a part of the remedy designed by the 
Act: of. Re Harrowby and Paine’s Contract (46 Sottcrrors’ 
Journal, 139, W. N., 1902, p. 187). There remained the 
further question whether, the land being of copyhold tenure, 
the equity of redemption therein was excluded by sub-section 4 
of the same section from the meaning of “real estate,” or 
whether the sub-section must be construed as referring exclu- 
sively to legal estates in land of copyhold tenure or customary 
freehold. The point was taken in argument that the concluding 
words of the sub-section, ‘‘in any case in which an admission 
or any act by the lord of the manor is necessary to perfect the 
title of a purchaser from the customary tenant,’ were applicable 
only to customary freeholds, and not to copyholds. Dealing with 
the sub-section, however, his lordship pointed out that these 
words were equally applicable to copyholds and customary free- 
holds, and since they extended grammatically to both, must be 
held to govern both, and he accordingly decided that, inasmuch 
as an equitable interest in copyholds may be conveyed without 
the act of the lord at all, the assumption that the equity of 
redemption in question had devolved upon the administratrix 
and became subject to her power of disposition in a due course 
of administration was correct. The reason ascribed by the 
learned judge for the presence of the exception contained in 
the sub-section, as thus construed in its restricted sense, is one’ 
which will commend itself to the mind of the real property’ 
lawyer, and is expressed in the judgment as follows: ‘“‘ Where 
land descends to the heir according to the custom, it is not con- 
venient to interfere with the relation of lord of manor and tenant. 
There is a peculiar relation between them, and to introduce the 
personal representative in that case would be to introduce a novel 
incident which it would be difficult to attach to the land.” 
Turning to the report of Re Williams, Holder vy. Williams 
(W. N., 1903, p. 199), it is surprising to find that a question of 
so much practical importance as that raised by the summons in 
that case—the question, viz., as to the right of retainer out of 
real estate—should for so long a period have remained un- 
decided. In Re Hayward, Tweedie v. Hayward (1901, 1 Ch. 221), 
the right was claimed, but the claim to retain proving 
altogether ill-founded, the question whether under any 
circumstances the right could be succes8fully claimed out 
of real estate was not decided. In the case under notice: 
an administratrix claimed to be entitled, out of the proceeds 
of sale of real estate which formed part of the estate 
of her deceased husband, and which, by virtue of the 
provisions of the Land Transfer Act, 1897, had devolved 
upon her as his administratrix, to retain a sum of £600 and 
interest due to her from the estate in priority to other creditors 
of the estate. Joyoz, J., decided against the claim of the 





‘Women—As it Was, and As it Is.” 


administratrix, holding that there was nothing in the title or 
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any part of the Act to suggest that there was to be any extension 
or alteration of the right of an executor or administrator with 
reference to retainer, and that the object of the first part of the 
Act was to simplify and improve the machinery for the adminis- 
tration of estates without altering in any manner the ultimate 
rights of the persons beneficially interested therein. With this 
decision, and with this statement as to the object and effect of 
Part I. of the Act, it is impossible to find fault. The right of 
retainer is a common law right available to an executor or 
administrator as against other creditors of the estate exclusively 
out of legal assets come to hishands. As stated by Marans, V.C., 
in Crowder v. Stewart (29 W. R. 331, 16 Ch. D., at p. 369), “‘it 
is a relic of old law not founded on justice, and working the 

test possible injustice ” ; it is little cause for surprise, there- 
fore, that the same right finds no place in the rules formulated 
by courts of equity for the administration of equitable assets. 

It follows that, in order to make good a claim to-a 
right of retainer out of real estate, an executor or adminis- 
trator must shew that real estate is legal assets in his hands. 
This proposition, it is submitted, cannot be supported. It is 
well settled that, apart from the provisions of the Land Transfer 
Act, 1897, real estate, or the proceeds of real estate charged with, 
or devised in trust for, the payment of debts, and all real estate 
rendered available as assets by the provisions of Lord Romilly’s 
Act, must be treated as equitable assets: see Robbins and Maw 
on the Devolution of Real Estate and Administration of Assets 
pp. 107-118. Obviously, the mere fact that real estate now 
vests, under the former Act, immediately upon the death of the 
owner in his personal representatives is no good reason for 
holding it to be legal assets. In order that property may fall 
into the category of legal assets, it must be such as would have 
yested in the personal representative at common law at 
a time when courts of common law exercised an exclusive 
jurisdiction, or property in respect of which a right of action 
for debt against the personal representative has since been 
conferred upon creditors of the estate: of. Cook v. Gregson (3 
Drew 547). It is clear that real estate devolving upon the 
personal representative under Part I. of the Land Transfer 
Act, 1897, does not fulfil the former condition. As regards the 
latter, the existence of any such right is by no means a 
necessary implication from the So of the Act (see 
Robbins and Maw on the Devolution of Real Estate and 
Administration of Assets, pp. 124-128), nor, in the present state 
of the law, would it seem to be a desirable one. The practice 
of issuing execution upon judgment obtained against the 
personal representative in respect of personal estate having been 
virtually superseded by the modern practice of bringing an 
administration action (see Stewart v. Rhodes, 1900, 1 Ch., at p. 
403), it would be a curiously retrograde policy to extend the 
right upon which the former practice was based. 

With so much to be said in favour of the view that, notwith- 
standing the provisions of the Land Transfer Act, 1897, real 
estate remains equitable assets, and as such cannot be the subject 
ofa legal right of retainer, it is difficult to understand why, in 
Re Williams, Holder v. Williams, Joycz, J., should have pre- 
ferred to rest his judgment upon the concluding proviso of 
section 2 (2) of the Act. The proviso, so far as is material, 
runs as follows: ‘Provided that nothing herein contained 
shall alter or affect the order in which real and personal 
assets respectively are now applicable in or towards the 

yment of funeral and testamentary expenses, debts, or 
oes . . .” The opinion of the learned judge 


that to have allowed the right of retainer in the case before him 
would have been to alter the order in which real assets are now 
applicable in the payment of debts, is, at first sight, somewhat 


startling. His lordship, apparently, construes the proviso as 
referring to the order in which, upon a deficiency of assets, 
creditors are entitled to be paid. ‘The order of application of 
assets,” however, in the Hert acceptation of the phrase, refers to 
those rules of equity which determine, upon a surplus of assets, 
the ultimate incident of the debts of the deceased as between 
the ae claiming beneficially under him. However this may 
be, the decision itself appears to be based upon a broad view 
as to the scope and object of the first part of the Act, and is 
thus a welcome addition to the list of cases already decided 
thereunder. F. T. M. 





Reviews. 


Auctioneers. 


THE Law RELATING TO AUCTIONEERS, Hovusz AGENTS, AND 
VALUERS, AND AS TO ComMissION. By HesBer Harr, LL.D. 
(Lond.), Barrister-at-Law. Sxconp Eprrion. Stevens & Sons 
(Limited). 

The extensive body of law which has been developed in regard to 
auctioneers and house agents, and in particular with respect to claims 
to commission for services rendered in the sale of property, is stated 
in this work in a very clear and practical manner. Oneof the leading 
principles with which an auctioneer is concerned is that any 
unauthorized interference with the dominion over chattels renders 
him liable to an action for conversion, but the exact extent of the 
interference which has this result is a matter upon which nice 
questions arise. The subject was carefully examined by the present 
Master of the Rolls (then Collins, J.) in Consolidated Co. v. Curtis & 
Son (1892, 1 Q. B. 494), and Dr. Hart gives in detail the effect of his 
judgment and also of the earlier cases. ‘‘ Knock-out’ sales excite a 
good deal of discussion from time to time, and their unfairness is 
—— enough, but the case of Leopard v. Litoun before Grantham 
and Wright, JJ., which the author is able to quote, though it does 
not occur in the ordinary reports, seems to shew that it is not 
illegal. The position of the auctioneer and his clerk as agents 
to sign the memorandum on behalf of the purchaser has been 
explained in the recent cases of Bell v. Balls (1897, 1 Ch. 663), 
and Sims v. Landrey (1894, 2 Ch. 318), which are duly cited. 
With respect to commissions, it is frequently difficult to decide 
between the rival claims of a agents. The service which 
brings about the sale may be slight, and more than one agent may 
have had a hand in the matter. The fairest course in case of dispute 
would be to allow the person liabie for commission to pay the amount 
into court to be paid out to the successful claimant. But this, as Dr. 
Hart points out, is not permissible, and the vendor may find himself 
liable in successive proceedings to pay successive commissions. 
There are a series of appendices containing the relevant statutory 
provisions, with forms of conditions of sale and of pleadings, and the 
book as a whole appears to be at once accurate and well arranged. 





Books Received. 


The Art of Winning Cases; or, Modern Advocacy. A Practical 
Treatise in Preparation for Trial, and the Conduct of Cases in Court. 
Second Edition. By Henry HArpwIckE, Member of the New York 
Bar. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 

Jones’s Book of Practical Forms for Use in Solicitor’s Offices. 
Vol. I. : Containing over 400 Forms and Precedents in the King’s 
Bench Division of the High Court of Justice and the County Court; 
including 100 Forms of Special Indorsement of Writs, 100 Forms of 
County Court Particulars, Forms under the Arbitration Act, and the 
Bills of Sale Acts, &c.; with Dissertations, Notes, and References. 
By Cuarites Jones. Second Edition, revised and enlarged. 
Effingham Wilson. 

The Sale of Food and Drugs Acts, 1875 to 1899, and Forms and 
Notices issued thereunder, with Notes and Cases: together with an 
Appendix containing the Acts relating to Adulteration, Chemical 
Notes, &c., &c. By Sir Witu1am J. BEL, LL.D., Barrister-at-Law, 
H. 8S. SortveNnEr, M.A. (Oxon.), Barrister-at-Law, and C. F. Lioyn, 
Barrister-at-Law. Fourth Edition. Butterworth & Co.; Shaw & 
Sons. 

The History of the Halifax Permanent Benefit Building Society: 
being a Jubilee Memorial of this Society. Reed & Co. 

The Motor-car Acts, 1896 and 1903. The Autocar Office. 








On Wednesday last a deputation of solicitors from Bedford-row attended 
at the Municipal Offices, Holborn, for the purpose of presenting a petition 
to the Mayor, Aldermen, and Councillors of the Borough of Holborn, 
requesting them to repave Bedford-row with a quiet material in place of 
the present noisy stones. The deputation, which was introduced by Mr. 
Councillor Yates, consisted of Mr. Francis C. Adams (Church, Adams, & 
Prior), Mr. Edward F. Henley (Dliffe, Henley, & Sweet), the Hon. Norman 
Macleod Sinclair (Gribble, Oddie, Sinclair, & Johnson), Mr. Ernest C. 
Finch (Budd, Brodie, Hart, & Finch), and Mr. T. Bowden Green (hon. 
sec. Betterment of London Association). Mr. Adams, in presenting the 
petition, pointed out that it was practically a unanimous one, having been 
signed by no less than 153 firms and individuals, 100 of which were 
solicitors and twenty-five architects, estate agents, and auctioneers. The 
need of a quiet thoroughfare for professional was very great and he 
trusted that the prayer of the petition would be acceded to as soon as prac- 
ticable. The mayor soning informed Mr. Adams that the matter should 
certainly receive the careful consideration of the council, the deputation 


7 withdrew. 
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Correspondence. 


Separate Account for Clients’ Money. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—Will you allow me to avswer some of the objections which 
have been made to the recommendation upon this subject contained 
in my address delivered at the Provincial Meeting of the Law Society 
at Liv in October last ? 

““ A North Country Solicitor,” in your issue of the 7th ult., objects, 
on the ground of inconvenience, on the point that a cheque would 
occasionally have to be drawn on the trust account in favour of the 
solicitor’s private account in order to rectify the balance between them, 
which would involve trouble, a penny stamp and a commission charged 
by the country banker. I admit the trouble of drawing the cheque 
and the penny stamp, but I deny the commission. How could any 
banker charge commission for transferring a sum from one account of 
a customer to another account of the same customer? It is merely a 
bookkeeping entry involving no advance of cash. If there are no 
other objections than those upon the point of convenience, that point 
may be dismissed from consideration. ; 

A “ London Solicitor,” in your issue of the 14th ult., who evidently 
has a very large experience, states truly that ‘‘the keeping of the 
accounts in the manner suggested is an automatic check on 
expenditure.” u 

Mr. Charles A. Freeman, in your issue of the 21st ult., advances 
the theory that, because solicitors are not allowed (I agree with him 
in thinking they ought to be allowed) to charge interest on dis- 
birsements, they are entitled to use one client’s money to pay the 
disbursements of another. This objection was very promptly and 
completely met by Mr. Henry Manisty in your issue of the 28th ult. 
It has been often pointed out, as mentioned in my address, that solicitors 
are not bankers, and have no right to act as bankers. My recom- 
mendation may be erroneous, and there may be good reasons against 
it which have not yet been expressed in print, but so far it seems to 
me that no reasons worthy of the name have yet been put forward 
against it. ; 

I have heard it said that the only result of keeping separate 
accounts would be that a solicitor, intending to defraud, would draw 
two cheques instead of one. That is true, but itis no answer to my 
argument that keeping a separate account for clients’ moneys is a 
preservative against temptation. No one could draw a cheque on the 
trust account to use for his own poses without feeling that he was 
acting like a thief who puts his hand into another man’s pocket, and 
no one with a remnant of honest feeling left will face this feeling. 
But one still retaining such a remnant may draw for more than his 

roportion of a mixed account under a misapprehension, or with a 
averted mind. 

Remember that in no case of misappropriation which has come 
before the Discipline Committee since its formation in 1887 has a 
separate account for clients’ money been kept by the solicitor. That 
is pretty strong evidence in support of what I advocate. 

Mr. Freeman suggests, as. an alternative, that no one should be 
admitted as a member of the society unless he complies with five 
conditions involving examination of his accounts. [If all solicitors 
bad perfect tempers, and no objection to inquisitional inquiries, this 
suggestion might be of some use, but after forty years’ experience of 
my professional brethren, I am satisfied that they have no better 
tempers, and no more patience, than other people. I am satisfied, 
therefore, that if such a rule were established, the society would 
dwindle away for want of recruits. You might as well suggest that 
no one should be admitted to church without having his pockets 
examined to see that they contained no stolen property. The English 
principle is to assume innocence, not guilt. — 

Mr. Freeman says that numbers of solicitors remain outside the 
society on principle. They do remain outside. But what kind of 
principle is it that induces them to refuse to help in the efforts which 
the society is making to improve the education of the profession, to 

mote the establishment of a great school of law, open to both 
enches, and to drive those out of the profession who disgrace it ? 
Without organization and co-operation what could the profession do ? 

To stand aside and find fault, instead of helping to render the society 
more efficient, and to refuse the small subscription necessary to enable 
the society to accomplish its work, is unworthy of any solicitor who is 
not afflicted by poverty. 

I should state that in delivering my address and in writing this 
letter I am only expressing my own views. 

J. E. Gray Hitt, President. 

Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, W.C., Dec. 7. 








The death is announced of Mr. Francis Bedford, high bailiff of the 
Sheffield County Court, said to be the oldest county court official in the 
United Kingdom, at the age of ninety-six years. 








New Orders, &c. 


Rules of the Supreme Court, 
ORDER XXII., RULE 17. 


1. Order XXII., Rule 17, shall have effect as if the following 
paragraph were added thereto :— 


Debenture Preference Guaranteed or Rentcharge Stocks of 
Railways in Great Britain or Ireland guaranteed by railwe 
companies owning railways in Great Britain or Ireland which 
have for ten years next before the date of investment paid 
dividend on Ordinary Stock or Shares. 

ORDER LIX., RULES 19 anp 20. 
2. The following Rules shall be added to Order LIX. :— 


19. An appeal from any decision of the Central Midwives’ Board, 
under the Midwives Act, 1902, shall be made to the Divisional 
Court by notice of motion and supported by affidavit, or, if 
the Court shall so direct on the hearing of the motion, by oral 
evidence. 

20. The notice of motion shall be an eight days’ notice, and shall 
be filed at the Crown Office, and upon filing the notice the 
appeal shall be set down in the Crown paper for hearing as if 
it were an appeal from an Inferior Court. 

APPENDIX N. No. 106. 


3. Item 106 in Appendix N. shall be read as if one shilling and 
sixpence were specified therein in lieu of one shilling. 

4. These rules, which may be cited as the Rules of the Supreme 
Court (January), 1904, or separately according to the heading of each 
Rule, shall come into operation on the 15th of January, 1904. 








Points to be Noted. 


Conveyancing. 


Appointment of New Trustees.—Hitherto Re Skeats (42 Ch.D, 
522) has been an apparent authority for the proposition that the 
donee of a power of appointing new trustees is not at liberty to 
appoint himself to the office. Kay, J., founded his judgment in 
that case upon the consideration that the power was fiduciary, and, 
therefore, could not be exercised by the donee in favour of himself, 
‘The universal rule is that a man should not be judge in his own case; 
that he should not decide that he is the best possible person, and say 
that he ought to be the trustee.”” The dictum overlooks the fact that 
the court has made the office of trustee so onerous that it can hardly 
be conceived that a man will appoint himself unless there are special 
reasons for so doing. Atany rate the decision in Re skeats is not to 
be taken as establishing the rule that a donee of the power cannot 
appoint himself. He should not do so except under special circum- 
stances; but if such circumstances exist he may appoint himself, and 
the court will sanction the appointment. Hence, where the power 
was vested in the executors of a sole surviving trustee, the court 
sanctioned the appointment of one of the executors as a new trustee. 
—MonTEFIOoRE v. GUEDALLA (Buckley, J., Oct. 26) (1903, 2 Ch. 723). 


Common Law. 


Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897—Proceeding Against 
Employer—Action Against Stranger—Option.—The plaintiff was 
a workman in the employment of R. & Co., ship repairers. While he 
was at work in the way of his trade on 26th ot November, 1901, 
on board a ship belonging to the defendants, he was seriously 
injured by the negligence of a servant of the defendants. 
His wages were at the rate of £2 1s. a week. A few days after the 
accident he wrote from a hospital informing his employers of his 
injuries. On the Sth of January, 1902, an agent of the insurance 
company, with whom the employers were insured against liability 
under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, called upon the plaintiff in 
the hospital. He called again on the 15th of January, and paid the 

laintiff £4 13s. 4d., calculated at the rate of £1 a week to the 11thof 

anuary. At the agent’s request the plaintiffsigned a receipt for this 
sum which stated that the money was received by him ‘‘ on account of 
compensation which may be or become due to me under the Work- 
men’s Compensation Act, 1897, in t of the accident which 
occurred tomeon the 26th of November, 1901.” The plaintiff was after- 
wards advised only to sign receipts ‘‘without prejudice” ; and accord- 
ingly when the agent next called upon him on the 22nd of January, and 
tendered him £1 for the week ending the 18th of January, he told 
the agent he would only give a receipt “without prejudice.” The 
agent assented to this and made a note of the fact in his memorandum 





book. — however, in accepting the £1, signed the receipt 
without adding any words to his signature. Weekly payments were 
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continued on this footing until the end of May, 1902, when the 
plaintiff refused to accept any further payment and began an action 
for damages against the defendants. i ae agreed that if the 
defendants were liable, the damages were to be £375. Section 
6 of the Act provides that where the injury was caused under 
circumstances creating a legal liability in some person other than the 
employer, ‘‘ the workman may, at his option, proceed, either at law 
against that person to recover damages, or against his employer for 
compensation under this Act, but not against both.” Held, reversing 
Jelf, J., that in the circumstances the reservation of ‘‘ without pre- 
judice” applied to the first as well as to subsequent payments; that 
the plaintiff was not irrevocably bound as having exercised the option 
given him by the Act; that he had not ‘‘ proceeded ” against anyone 
other than the defendants; and that, therefore, the' plaintiff was 
entitled to recover in the action—OLIVER v. NavuTitus STEAM 
SuippineG Co, (LimITED) (1903, 2 K. B. 639). 








Cases of the Week. 


Court of Appeal. 


THE LONDON COUNTY COUNCIL ». SOUTH METROPOLITAN GAS Co. 
No, 2. 7th and 8th Dec. 


Loca, GoveRrNMENT—Gas Company—Testine or Gas—‘‘ Darity ’’—Iyrer- 
PRETATION —Dors itt INctupE Sunpay?—Gas Licut aNp CoKE AND 
orneR Gas Companres Acts AmENpMENT Act, 1880 (48 & 44 Vicr. 
c. 181), 8. 7—Merroporis Gas Act, 1860 (23 & 24 Vicr. c. 125), s. 55. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Joyce, J. (reported 52 W. R. 45, 
47 Soricrrors’ Journat, 515, W. N., 1903, p. 90) The plaintiffs’ claim 
ucder various Acts of Parliament the right to test, in the interest of the 

ublic, the illuminating power, purity, and pressure of the gas supplied 

y the defendant company, and to do so daily, which they asserted also 
included Sunday, by virtue of the powers vested: in them by the South 
Metropolitan Gas Light and Coke Co.’s Acts, 1869 (32 & 33 Vict. c. 130) 
and 1876 (39 & 40 Vict. c. 229), and the Local Government Act, 1888 
(51 & 52 Vict. c. 41), such tests to be as the gas referees prescribed, and 
also they claimed an injunction to restrain the company from preventing, 
obstructing, or hindering the gas examiners appointed by the council 
from making these tests. The chief gas examiner is under the 
control of the Board of Trade, but the others are appointed by the 
“controlling authority ’’—that is, the plaintiffs, who by section 40, sub- 
section 8, of the Local Government Act, 1888, acquired the powers of 
the Metropolitan Board of Works. On the 2nd of November, 1902, 
the company prevented the council’s examiner from testing the gas, 
and on subsequent Sundays. ‘The plaintiffs thereupon brought the action. 
Section 7 of the Gas Light and Coke and other Gas Companies Acts Amend- 
ment Act, 1880, is: ‘‘ A gas examiner shall at such testing-place make 
daily such number of tests as the gas referees may prescribe for ascertain- 
ing whether during the whole of each day the illuminating power and 
purity of the gas supplied at such testing-place by the company are such 
as are respectively prescribed under the special Act, &.” There was also 
a provision in the special Act of 1869, section 3, which was to be read with 
the Act of 1880, defining ‘‘ day ’’ (subject to an exception not in this case 
material) as ‘‘ twenty-four hours, reckoned from 9 o’clock in the forenoon 
of one day to 9 o’clock in the forenoon of the next following day, so much 
of each day as is before 9 o’clock in the forenoon being reckoned as part of 
the immediately preceding day of the month or week.’? In 1879 the 
defendants had changed their name from the South Metropolitan Gas 
Light and Coke Oo. to the South Metropolitan Gas Co. The defendants 
declared that Sunday was a dies non so far as the testing of the gas was 
concerned, and that it had been their practice never to allow tests on that 
day. It was held, by Joyce, J., that the word ‘‘daily”’ in the Act was 
inclusive of Sunday, notwithstanding the practice to the contrary, and he 
granted the declaration as claimed by the plaintiffs. From this the 
defendants appealed. 

Tue Court (VaveHan Witi1aMs, Romer, and Srrmuine, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. 

Vavuenan Wiiuiams, L.J.—With regard to the question whether the 
practice of having no tests on Sunday was convenient or advantageous to 
the public, it is not for us to say. The practice of having no tests on 
Sunday has existed for a long time; but it is no reason why we should 
Violate an Act of Parliament, unless the practice is of such a nature as to 
give the Legislature knowledge of it in passing Such Act affecting the 
company. We have merely to construe the words of section 7 of the Act, 
and on reading that I cannot doubt that, according to the primé facie 
meaning of the word, the word ‘‘daily’’ means every day, inclusive of 
Sunday. I do not say that you might not have an Act of Parliament in 
which these words were used in a different meaning, but that is not the 
case here. Both under the general Acts of 1847 and 1881, and under 
subsidiary Acts, the obligation to supply gas is a continuing obligation, 
which has to be performed every day, and in the nature of things there 
is as great a necessity to use it on Sunday as on any other day. I cannot 
doubt, but that the word ‘daily’ is a word which applies to Sunday as 
Well as any other day. The question is, Ought one to construe these words 
in a different way on account of the practice since, for all I know, 1847? 
Cases have been cited to shew that sometimes you are not only entitled, 
but bound, where Acts of Parliament have been passed in cases where 
there has been a continuous practice, if the Act is on the same lines, to 
take into consideration these words, The strongest case that has been 





ueed is Yewens v. Noakes (28 W. R. 562). Ido not profess to from 

the proposition of Thesiger, L.J., in any degree. I do not think he means 

the neglect of thelr duty By thoes who have a statutory suthority’ Taking 
e neglect of their duty ose who have a #8 au » 

this case of Yewens v. Noakes, which was the actual then ene court— 


a case in which knowledge was a yr to the ture—one can quite 


understand that the practice of pub: a within the kn 
of the ture. ButIdo not think one ought to carry it so far, and 
therefore there seems to me no choice but to affirm the decision of Joyce, J., 


though it is unnecessary to go into that now. 

Romer, L.J.—I also am of opinion that this appeal should fail. On 
what I call the general question I think Joyce, J., was correct. I think in 
these Acts the word “‘ daily’ means what it says, and does not exclude 
Sunday. Ic t say why, under these Acts, any difference should be 
attempted to be drawn between, I might say, Saturday at 9 o’clock and 
Sunday at 9 o’clock. The only question which really forms the basis is; 
Can the plain meaning of these Acts of Parliament be d from in 
these later Acts because of the practice referred to? Ithink not. With 
regard to the two other points for the first time raised on this appeal—first, 
whether the county council can sue, I really think they can. The 
county council is the ‘‘ controlling authority’? under the Acts, and in 
particular has the control and management of these testing stations. The 
council find gas is being made on Sunday, and ought to be testel. They 
find their officers are not allowed by the company to test, they themselves 
being willing to do so, because the defendants choose to say “‘no tests 
shall be made on Sunday.” Secondly, with respect to the other point, that 
this court has no jurisdiction, [ thought there was something in it until it 
was disposed of under section 55 of the Act of 1860 (23 & 24 Vict. c. 125). 

Srruiva, L.J.—T am of the same opinion. I agree with Joyce, J., and 
brother judges in this case that the word ‘‘ daily ”’ includes Sunday, and wi! 
regard to that I have nothing more to add. are two points I should 
like to make a few remarks about. First, the one which is most sub- 
stantial is the one which would exclude the jurisdiction of this court. In the 
Act of 1871, in which the Act of 1860 is referred to, it is found that the 
jurisdiction of the court is preserved. The other question is whether the 
London County Council is the proper plaintiff in this action. I agree 
with Romer, L.J., that the London ty Council is the proper plaintiff. 
I think the company have no authority to exclude the council’s officers 
from the testing stations. I therefore think the appeal fails.—Covnset, 
Hughes, K.C., and T. Methold; Warmington, K.C., Lord Robert Cecil, K.C., 
and L. Rostron. Soxicrrors, W. A. Blaxland ; Hicklin, Washington, § Pasmore, 


{Reported by A. R. Tayrour, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re THE TEA CORPORATION (LIM.) and 2e THE COMPANIES ACTS, 
1862 TO 1900, AND THE JOINT STOCK COMPANIES ARRANGE. 
MENT ACT, 1870. No.2. 23rd Nov. 

Comrpany—Winpinc vr—ScnemMe or ARRANGEMENT—Assets DeEricrENT— 
Mretincs or Mempers tx Ciasses—Sancrion or Covrr—Companres 
Acts, 1862 (25 & 26 Vict. c. 89), 8. 161, anv 1900 (63 & 64 Vicr. c. 48), 
s. 24—Jornt Stock Companres ARRANGEMENT Act, 1870 (33 & 34 Vicr, 
c. 104), s. 2. 

Appeal from an order of Buckley, J., sanctioning a scheme of arrange- 
ment between the company (which was in voluntary liquidation) and its 
creditors and contributories. The scheme provided for the formation of a 
new company, which should acquire the assetsand undertake the liabilities 
of the old company. The debenture-holders were to receive debentures in 
the new company to the extent of four-fifths of their present holding and 
the balance was to be paid them in cash with arrears of interest. 
The preference shareholders (who were entitled to preference in respect of 
capital as well as dividends) were to receive four £1 shares for every £5 
share in the old company, and the shareholders were to 
have power to apply for one £1 share for every £5 share in the 
old company. In ‘eth cases yen £1 — was to Y 
as id up. The scheme was Yy appro at se 
of the o. creditors, the Pi ee Mae Bs gy erence 
shareholders ; but was not by the requisite majority of ordinary 
shareholders. The sanction of the court being sought, Buckley, J., found 
on the evidence before him that the assets of the company would be in- 
sufficient, after satisfaction of the claims of creditors, to pay even the 

reference shareholders in full. He held, therefore, that the share- 

Lchee had no interest in the assets, and he accordingly sanctioned the 

scheme. This appeal was brought by some of the last-named class, 

Tur Court (VaveHan Wi..iams, Romer, and Sririine, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. 

Vauenan Wiis, L.J.—With to the facts there is in sub- 
stance little or no question. Buckley, J., has found as a fact that the 
value of the assets is such as to negative the suggestion of the 
shareholders having any interest whatever, and it is not denied that on the 
evidence before him he arrived at a right conclusion as to value. The 

ropositions of law submitted are —first, that the scheme is one which could 

on been carried into effect under section 161 of the Companies Act, 1862, 

and that, being of that character, it ought not to be sanctioned unless it 

gives to the shareholders the same advantages that they would ay 
that section. I think thet See S Seo we. It is the 

scheme gives the ordin a right to take up shares with a 

certain amount paid up, but it may be true this was a gratuitous offer 

on the of the y reece a it is said ye tye the Joint 

Stock ies Arrangement , you cannot e scheme 

without oaapiia section 161 of the another Act, 1862. I will not say 

that, but I think + court = ae 1 prpek ~~ to anne. 

But now we have the Com , 8. 24 of Ww appears 

over the difliculty. It makes the provisions of section 2 of the Act of 150 
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applicable not only as between the company and its creditors or any class 
thereof, but also as between the company and its members or any class 
thereof. That gives the right of voting in classes to shareholders as well 
as creditors. There have been meetings of the two classes of members, 
and a majority of the preference shareholders have approved the 
scheme. It is argued that it must be defective because the ordinary 
shareholders did not carry it, but Buckley, J., was of opinion that as they 
had no possible interest: their consent did not matter. If you have, to a 
particular scheme, the assent of all classes who are really interested, that 
is enough. To hold otherwise would lead to this result—namely, that 
shareholders having not the remotest interest could defeat a scheme unless 
terms were made with them. 

Romer, L.J.—I am of the same opinion. I agree so far with the 
appellants that if you look at the scheme as proposed without knowing the 
facts you might think it contained something to affect all classes of share- 
holders. But the respondents were entitled to shew that the ordinary 
shareholders had no interest in the assets of the company. Having regard 
to the admissions made in the court below, I think the learned judge was 
entitled to draw the inference that they had none, and my opinion is based 
entirely on this ground. It is true that under the scheme the ordinary 
shareholders are entitled to certain shares, but this must be regarded as in 
the nature of a gift; it is not to be laid hold of for the purpose of 
shewing they had a’share in the equity of redemption. They cannot 
complain of the scheme, for it gives them a right to shares. It satisfies 
the debenture-holders and preference shareholders, and it has been 
rightly sanctioned by Buckley, J. 

Sriruinc, L.J., gave judgment to the same effect.—CounseL, Buck- 
master, K.C., and Austen Cartmell ; Eve, K.C., and Clauson ; Manby ; Mark 
Romer; A. aB. Terrell ; Rowden, K.C., and Gordon Brown. Souicrrors, 
R. R. G. Norman ; 8. J. R. Stammers ; Linklater § Co ; Shewell Morris. 

| Reported by R. Hitt, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
THE NORTH AMERICAN LAND AND TIMBER CO. (LIM.) v. WATKINS. 
Kekewich, J. 24th, 25th, 30th Nov., and 7th Dec. 


Srarure or Limrrations—Princrpat AND AGENT—FipucIARY RELATION. 


The plaintiff company was formed on the 7th of September, 1882, for the 
purpose of acquiring land in the United States; and the defendant, who 
was @ joint promoter, was appointed general manager and agent for the 
company in America. He was to receive certain fully-paid shares in the 
company for his trouble and expense in connection with the purchase of 
the land. Large sums of money were sent to the defendant to be used in 
purchasing land for the company. It was intended at first to purchase 
certain timber lands, but the defendant was unable to acquire these lands. 
Subsequently, in 1883 and 1884, he purchased a large tract of rice land in 
Louisiana out of the moneys remitted to him, and charged the plaintiffs a 
much larger sum than what he had actually paid for it. The defendant 
alleged that he had purchased this land on his own behalf, and that the 
plaintiffs had agreed to buy the lands from him, that he was their agent 
only in respect of the purchase of the timber lands, which fell through ; 
but that, in respect of this transaction, there was no fiduciary relation 
between him and the company. The plaintiffs did not discover what had 
really taken place till April, 1901, and in this action they claimed to 
recover the balance of the moneys which defendant had received as agent 
for the company and not accounted for. For the plaintiff company it was 
contended that the defendant was not a mere agent; but that, as he 
received funds for the purpose of being employed in a particular manner— 
viz., in the purchase of land he occupied a fiduciary relation, and the 
Statute of Limitations did not apply. For the defendant it was urged 
that when money was placed in the hands of an agent for a particular 
purpose, and that purpose did not exhaust the whole of the money, the 
agent did not become an express trustee for the principal, and the balance 
was only recoverable by an action for money had and received, and the 
Statutes of Limitation applied. The following cases were cited: Burdick 
v. Garrick (L. R. 5 Ch. App. 233), Soar v. Ashwell (1893, 2 Q. B. 390), Re 
Hindmarsh (1 Dr. & Sm., 129), Watson v. Woodman (L. R. 20 Eq. 721), Friend 
v. Young (1897, 2 Ch. 421), Re Sharpe (1892, 1 Ch. 154), Moore v. Knight 
(1891, 1 Ch, 547), and Thorne v. Heard (1894, 1 Ch. 599). 

Krxewicn, J., held that the defendant purchased the lands in question 
as agent for the plaintiff company, and continued: The question arising 
en the Statute of Limitations is only more difficult because of some 
authorities, which at first sight conflict with others, laying down general 
rules for the guidance of the court in such cases as this. Nothing can be 
more precise than the language of Lord Hatherley, L.C., and Giffard, L.J., 
in Burdick v. Garrick (L. R. 5 Ch. App. 233), and that language must be held 
to govern this case, unless it can be shewn that it all depended on the terms 
of the deed by which the agency was constituted. There is nothing in the 
judgments to shew that this was the intention of the learned judges who 
decided Burdick v. Garrick, and who expressed their views of the law in 
general terms ; but in Watson v. Woodman (L. R. 20 Eq. 721, at p. 731) 
Hall, V.C., distinctly said that in his opinion Burdick v. Garrick depended 
on the special nature of the deed under which moneys were to be received 
and invested, and in Friend v. Young (1897, 2 Ch. 421, at p. 432) Stirling, 
J., quoted that opinion without comment, but without disapproval. In 
Watson v. Woodman, in the passage already referred to, Hall, V.C., pro- 
ceeded to quote Re Hindmarsh (1 Dr. & Sm. 129) as “‘ an authority that the 
relation of trustee and cestui que trust does not ordinarily exist between 
solicitor and client, although the solicitor may have received moneys from 
or for the client,’’ and inasmuch as the case before him was capable of 


a 
trust, { think that he must be taken to mean that Burdick v. Garrick, whey 
there was a special trust, did not for that reason extend to it. Ty 
decision of Stirling, J., in Friend v. Young may also, I think, be pro 
understood as referrmg, not to agency in general, but to the particulp 
relation existing in the case under his consideration—namely, that of me, 
chant and factor. He does not limit his decision in words, but he takes som, 
pains to review the legislation respecting merchant and factor as regan 
the application to it of the Statute of Limitations, and he concludes his 
judgment on that point by saying that the existence of a fiduciary relatig, 
did not prevent the defence of the statute being set up in the case befop 
him. He certainly refers to Burdick v. Garrick and Watson v. Wood 
which were not concerned with the relation of merchant and factor, 
as already mentioned, he quotes Hall, V.C.’s, criticism of the former cag 
without disapproval, but I venture to think that he would have said mon 
about Burdick v. Garrick but for the obvious distinction betwee 
that case and the one before him, which distinction is explaing 
in the preceding part of his judgment. Of the other authoritig 
cited there is only one which I think it necessary to notice, Soar v. Ashwell 
(1893, 2 Q. B. 390). On this case, Stirling, J., in Friend v. Youn 
remarked that the “‘ plaintiff’s claim was of such a nature as could only 
be asserted in a Court of Equity,’’ and that this was ‘‘ pointed out by the 
Master of the Rolls in the commencement of his judgment.’’ The Master 
of the Rolls certainly did this, and there are other passages in his judg- 
ment which shew that he was throughout determining how a Court of 
Equity would treat that claim, but I cannot think that the Master of the 
Rolls could have intended to mean more than that the case was one of 
trustee and cestui que trust to be decided according to the principles guiding 
the court which ordinarily takes cognizance of that relation. In the con. 
cluding sentence of his judgment he says that he is “‘ clearly convinced 
by the evidence that ‘ the defendant’ became, on receipt of the money, a 
trustee of it.”” I conceive the point of Stirling, J.’s, remark to be that 
he himself, in Friend v. Young, was not dealing with a case of that 
character, but with one quite different, involving fiduciary relation, but 
not that of trustee and cestui que trust, and which might therefore properly 
be the subject of a common law action. On the point that the case of 
Soar v. Ashwell was one of trustee and cestui que trust, and therefore outside 
the Statute of Limitations, the judgment of Bowen, L.J., is perfectly 
clear. Like the Master of the Rolls, he relies on Burdick v Garrick: but 
before referring to that case he says, at p. 397: ‘‘It has been established 
beyond doubt by authority binding on this court that a person occupying 
a fiduciary relation, who has property deposited with him on the strength 
of such relation, is to be dealt with as an express, and not merely a con- 
structive, trustee of such property. His possession of such property is 
never in virtue of any right of his own, but is coloured from the first by 
the trust and confidence in virtue of which he received it. He never can 
discharge himself except by restoring the property, which he never has 
held otherwise than upon this confidence, and this confidence or trust 
imposes on him the liability of an express or direct trustee.’’ These 
authorities, altogether consistent with others, to which I have not thought 
it worth while here to refer, lead inevitably to the conclusion that in this 
case an express trust was constituted as between the plaintiffs and the 
defendant, and that, as regards the moneys remitted by the former to the 
latter for investment, the plea of the Statute of Limitations cannot prevail. 
The plaintiffs are therefore entitled to an account.—CounseEL, Upjohn, K.C., 
Gore- Browne, K.C., and R. Newton Crane; Warrington, K.C., and Martelli, 
Soricrrors, Minchin § Co.; W. Webb. 

{Reported by R. F. Srunpina, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re WEST AND HARDY’S CONTRACT AND fe THE VENDOR AND 
PURCHASER ACT, 1874. Farwell, J. 27th Nov. 

Marriep Woman—TrustEeE—MortcaGrrE—TRANSFER OF MortGace—Derp 
Nor AckNoWLEDGED—Bare TrusteeE—Marrirp Women’s Property 
Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 75), s. 2—Trustrer Act, 1893 (56 & 57 
Vicr. c. 53), s. 16. 

Originating summons by vendor of freeholds to establish the validity of 
a transfer of mortgage executed in 1894 by a married woman without 
acknowledgment, and without the concurrence of her husband. The 
transfer formed part of the title to land which the applicant had agreed to 
sell, and the abstract of title shewed that the lady had, before her 
marriage, sold the land as trustee for sale, taking a mortgage which, after 
marriage, she transferred by the deed in question. The purchaser by his 
requisition raised the objection that the married woman was a trustee, and 
consequently incapable of conveying as a feme sole, as had been held in 
Re Harkness and Alsopp’s Contract (44 W.R. 683; 1896, 2 Ch. 358). The 
vendor replied that the married woman was a mortgagee, and could convey 
in that character according to the decision in Re Brook and Fremlin’s 
Contract (46 W. R. 442; 1898, 1 Ch. 647), or as a bare trustee by virtue of 
section 16 of the Trustee Act, 1893, and by this summons he asked fors 
declaration that the purchaser’s requisition had been satisfactorily 
answered. 

Farwe tt, J., held that the decision in Re Broo and Fremlin’s Contract 
applied, and, following that case, he made the declaration asked for.— 
CovunseL, Upjohn, K.C., and Curtis Price; Bradley Dyne, jun. So rcrrors, 
C. W. § H. R. Taylor ; Hind § Robinson. 

[Reported by R. Hitu, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re EDWARD CHESTER & CO. (LIM.). Buckley, J. 8th Dec, 


Companres—WInNDING tp—Svurervision OrpgEx—Perririon py ComPpaNy— 
Costs or Liquiparor—Compantes WinpivG-v? Rues, 1890, Rr. 35. 


This was a petition by the company, which was being wound up 
voluntarily, for an order for the continuance of the winding up under the 








being treated as one of that character and as not depending on any special 


supervision of the court, The liquidator had been served with the petition 
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d by counsel. The order asked for having been made, the 
titioners applied that the costs of the liquidators being served and 
appearing should be allowed upon the ground that he was bound to be 
served under the latter paragraph of rule 35 of the Companies Winding-up 
es, 1890. 
csr, J.—I do not think the liquidator need be served in such a case 
as the present. The words “‘ unless presented by the company ”’ govern 
the rule through both paragraphs. As, however, the matter was not quite 
clear I shall allow the liquidator’s costs in the present case, but shall not 
allow them in similar cases in the future.—CovnseL, Clauson ; Hollams ; 
Bue, K.C., and Vernon, Soxscrrors, Hollams, Sons, Coward, § Hawksley ; 
Slaughter § May. 
|Reported by Nevitte Tessurtt, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


MORRIS v. BAKER. Buckley, J. 27th Nov. 


Practice—Lanp IN Possession oF RecerveR—Leave To Issuz Writ ror 
Recovery or Possession—JvupGMENT—WRIT OF PossEsston IssvED wiTH- 
out LEAVE, 

By this motion it was sought to restrain the oe a oy from disturbing 
the possession of the receiver of a seam of coal. The respondents had 
leased the’ minerals in question to Messrs. Baker. By oaders made in the 
action of Morris v. Baker (to which the respondents were not parties) it was 
declared that the plaintiff was a mortgagee of Messrs. Baker’s interest in 
the minerals, and a receiver was appointed, who has ever since been in 
possession. By an order of the master made on the 17th of September, 
1903, the respondents, who alleged that Messrs. Baker had broken the 
covenants contained in their leases, with the result that the leases had 
determined, were given leave to issue writs for the recovery of the posses- 
sion of the property. Writs were accordingly issued against Messrs. 
Baker, and judgments were entered for the respondents. No notice of 
these actions was given to the receiver. On the 16th of October the 
respondents, without making further application for leave to issue execu- 
tion, took out writs of possession. On the 3rd of November they attempted, 
without success, to get these writs executed through the sheriff. It was the 
intention of the plaintiff and the receiver to apply under ord. 12, r. 25, to 
be added as defendants to the action for the recovery of possession of the 
land, and also to pursue proceedings for relief against forfeiture. Under 
these circumstances the present motion was brought by the plaintiff. At 
the hearing certain terms were arranged which rendered it unneceesary to 
make any order on the motion, except as to who’ should pay the costs. 
This depended on whether the respondents were justified in issuing the 
writ of possession without obtaining further leave. On their behalf it was 
contended that such further leave was unnecessary, except in cases where 
it was stipulated that it should be obtained in the order by which leave to 
bring the action had been originally given. On the other hand, it was 
contended that the original leave only extended to enable the respondents 
to pursue their action down to judgment, and that execution, being an 
independent process, required further leave. Angel v. Smith (9 Ves. 335), 
Evelyn v. Lewis (3 Ha. 472), Re Battersby’s Estate (31 L. R. Ir. 73), and 
Minet v. Johnson (63 L. T. 507) were cited. 

Buckury, J., held that the leave which was given did not extend beyond 
leave to try the question who was entitled to possession, and consequently 
that, the motion being justified, the respondents must pay the costs. In 
the course of his judgment he said that the true way of looking at the 
matter was that the court, being in possession of land or chattels by a 
receiver, was asked to allow proceedings to be taken by one person against 
another to determine the title. Leave was given. The successful party 
ought to come to the court and say that the fruits of his victory were in 
its possession, and ask leave to get them. If there was nothing more in 
the case, the court would give leave for possession. But the party was not 
entitled, as against the receiver, to obtain possession without leave. To 
take another case. When judgment had been obtained in an action, the 
successful party was not always entitled to issue execution as of course. 
In certain cases the court had to be approached again in order to see 
whether it would give leave to issue execution or whether there were not 
other circumstances to which it ought to have regard. It did not follow 
that, because judgment had been obtained, some other person was not 
entitled to rights in the property in relation to which leave was asked to 
issue execution. It was the duty of the court, while the property was in 
its possession, to see that the rights of all parties in respect of it were 
protected. — Counset, Buckmaster, K.C., and Rowlands; J. K. Young; 


and appeare 


Cozens-Hardy. Soxicrrors, Baker, Baler, § Co. ; Martyn § Martyn; Water- 
house § Co, 


[Reported by H. L. Ormiston, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 
Re @. BAKER (DECEASED). BAKER v. BAKER. Buckley, J. 3rd Dec. 


Wiui—Forreirure Ciavse—Consrruction—Brcome PayanLeE—CHArGE 
upon SHaRE—CANCELLATION. 


Adjourned summons. Henry Baker was, under the will of his father, 
the testator in the cause, entitled to a life interest in one-fourth, and also 
m a certain accrued share, and in a contingent share of the residuary 
estate of the testator. The will declared that ‘‘ neither my daughter, or 
my son William, or Henry, shall have power to dispose of their share or 
any part thereof by way of anticipation, and in the event of either of my 
two sons becoming bankrupt, or doing anything whereby their share or some 
part thereof would become payable to, or vested in, some other person 
(whichever of the said events shall first happen), then I direct that the 
share of such son shall be payable to his son during his)ife.’? The testator 
died in 1896. The estate consisted of £2,300 in Consols and a small 
sum in cash. In February, 1903, Henry Baker borrowed £4 10s., and 

ed the following document in favour of the lenders: ‘In con- 
eration or your advancing to me this day the sum of £4 10s. (four 





unds ten shillings) I hereby charge all my interest in the estate of 

te father, George Baker, with the repayment to you of the said sum with 
interest thereon until repayment at the rate of five pounds per cent. 
annum.”’ In March, 1903, he borrowed of the same persons a further 
sum of £15, and gave them a similar document in respect thereof. At the 
time of giving these charges both B ang had —— the forfeiture 
clause in the will. Upon their attention being called to it in July, 1903, 
they cancelled both the documents. The question now arose whether by 
reason of these documents a forfeiture of the share and interest of Henry 
Baker had occurred. Counsel for a Baker and for the solicitors 
making the advance contended that the had not become payable to 
the mortgagees, but only — become payable at a future time if the 
advance was not repaid, and also that, as there had been cancellation 
before in fact any money had become due under the charges there could 
be no forfeiture in any case. 

Bucktex, J.—Although the testator could not restrain his son from 
anticipating without a gift over, yet his declaration that he should not 
have power to anticipate, although unaccompanied by a gift over in so 
many words, has some bearing upon the construction of the rest of the 
clause, which contains a gift over. I consider that the son did an act 
whereby some part of his share became payable to the mortgagees ; and, 
that being the case, the su uent can tion could not prevent the 
forfeiture. which took effect the moment the act had been done. - I hold 
that the share and interest of Henry Baker under his father’s will have 
become forfeited.—CounsrL, A H. Jessel ; Nield ; Wrangham. Souicrrors, 
Aird, Hood, § Co. ; Robert J. Clark. 

[Reported by Nevitie Tessutt, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. ] 


Re PRINGLE & CO. (LIM.). POWNALL v. PRINGLE & CO. (LIM.) 
Buckley, J. 5th Dec. 
Practice—Action Wirnovt PLeaprncs—Suort Cauvse—Norice or Triat— 
Trve—R. 8. C., 1883, XXXVI., 14; XXX., 2; XL, 1 

This was a debenture-holder’s action for the usual relief against the 
company and a subsequent debenture-holder, and came on as a short 
cause on minutes. The company did not appear. Upon the case coming 
on, counsel for the plaintiff asked for judgment. 

Bucxtry, J.—In that which I am about to say I am not going to deal 
with a case in which an action is brought on as a short cause in default of 
appearance, or in default of defence. The case supposed is this: A writ is 
issued, the defendant appears, a summons for directions is heard before the 
master, the plaintiff and defendant are both there. What order can the 
master, or rather the judge, make for obtaining judgment in the action? 
It seems to me that he can make either of two orders. He may direct that 
there shall be no pleadings, and that the action shall be set down for trial, 
giving the plaintiff leave, or directing him to serve, notice of trial, and direct- 
ing that the action shall be tried on affidavit evidence as a short cause 
upon minutes. In such a case ten days’ notice of trial is necessary under 
ord. 36, r. 14, unless a shorter time is fixed in the manner provided for by 
that rule. In such a case it would be also necessary to direct the plaintiff 
to serve notice of trial, for the rules do not provide for notice of trial, 
except where the usual course of pleading has been gone through ; but if 
he does so the master may, I think, direct that the action shall be so brought 
on for trial. But another form of order is, I think, justified by the rules. 
The master may, if he thinks right, direct that the action be set down on 
motion for judgment without pleadings, to be heard on minutes as a short 
cause ; adding, though I do think that it is necessary, that the evidence is 
to be taken by affidavit. Under ord. 30, r. 2, the court or a judge shall, as 
far as is practicable, make such order as may be just with respect to all the 
proceedings to be taken in the action. This last form of order seems to 
me to be justified by ord. 30, r. 2, and ord. 40, r.1. In the latter case 
only two days’ notice of motion will be required (see ord. 52, r. 5), and of 
course the more convenient course in these actions is to take the latter form 
of order. It is more expeditious, for only two days’ notice of trial is ening 
instead of ten days. Of course in every case in which the master makes suc 
such an order, if it be a case within ord. 16, r. 21, for instance, if an infant 
is a party, he must make an order that the evidence be taken by affidavit, 
otherwise it would be taken vivd voce; but with the precautions I have 
suggested I think either form of order may be made. In the case now 
before me the order made was “‘ that this action be set down for trial in 
Middlesex, without-pleadings, to be heard as a short cause, and judgment 
applied for on minutes. idence by affidavit.’’ It seems to me that 
that order was defective in this respect, that it did not give the plaintiff 
leave to serve notice of trial. It ought to provide for that, because. the 
rules do not cover it ; but assuming that this is understood, although not 
expressed, it remains the fact that the order is that the action shall be set 
down for trial, and that ten days’ notice must be given. What actually 
a was that the plaintiff gave two days’ notice that the court 
would be moved for judgment in the terms set forth in the schedule to 
the notice. That is wrong. Two days’ notice has been given instead of 
ten days’ notice ; that is not a good notice upon which to bring on an 
action for trial, but on motion for ju t. erefore I cannot hear it 
asashort cause. The plaintiff must give ten days’ notice of trial. One 
of the defendants is no longer here, so I can only make the order asked 
for upon a consent brief on his behalf being handed to the registrar.— 
Counset, St. John Clerke; Ramsbotham, Soxicrtors, Godden, Son, § Holme ; 
James Kirkley. 
(Reported by Nrvitte Tessutt, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 
THE DUNLOP PNEUMATIC TYRE CO. = v. MOSELEY & 80NS (LIM, 

AND INDIA RUBBER AND TYRE NG CO. Swinfen Eady, J. 

4th, 7th and 8th Dec. 

Parent—INFRINGEMENT—CoMBINATION Patent. 


The plaintiff company, which owned a patent for improvements in 
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rubber, tyres and metal rims of cycle wheels, and also a patent for 
improvements in tyres or rims for cycles, sought to restrain the defendant 
Moseley from infringing their patents by the making and sale of certain 
tyres, and the defendant the India Rubber and Tyre Repairing Co. from 
selling the said tyres when manufactured by the defendant Moseley, and 
thereby infringing the patents of which plaintiff was the owner. The 
defence was a denial of the infringement by both defendants. 

Swinren Eapy, J., said that the admitted facts were that the defendant 
Moseley was making and selling a tyre with a lining suitable for the 
insertion of wires, which was suited for use in the manner specified in one of 
the plaintiff’s patents, but which also could be used for other purposes, and 
that the same defendant was also making and selling a tyre cover that was 
a of being used as described in plaintiff’s other patent ; and that 
defendant had been so doing for a considerable period, the actual time not 
however being material, the only issue being whether or not plaintiff’s 
tent had been infringed. Both patents had been the subject of many 

isions, of which the ultimate ones were binding upon him, and to the 
constructions of the two patents he could add nothing. From these de- 
cisions it appeared that both patents were combination patents, of which 
there could not be an infringement unless the whole was taken, and 
that to protect a subordinate part of a patent of this character, 
such must be new and useful and patentable per se. His lord- 
ship further said that the parts sold and made by the defendants had 
for many years been made and sold, and were ordinary articles of 
commerce ; and that he was satisfied that the defendants had not infringed 
either patent by merely making and selling a cover which, though it 
might be used in either of the patented combinations, might possibly be 
used for other purposes. It was not necessary for the defendants to inquire 
into the purposes for which such covers were bought, the defendant’s 
intent not being material, since, as the manufacture and sale of one of the 
component parts of a patent did not infringe the whole, the making and 
selling might be with any intent. With respect to the defendants, the India 
Rubber and Tyre Repairing Co., the plaintiff’s proof entirely failed to 
support their allegations. The action failed with respect to both defendants, 
and must be dismissed with costs.—Covnset, 7. Terrell, K.C., J. C. Graham, 
and A. J. Walter; Cripps, K.C., Eve, K.C., Macnaghten, K.C., O. Leigh 
Clare, and Mark Romer. Soutcttors, J. B. § F. Purchase ; Gregory, Row- 
eliffe, § Rawle, for Woodeock, Manchester. 


[Reported by Henry Sterxen, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—King’s Bench Division. 


R..v. BROWN, DUNBAR, AND COWDREY. Winchester Assizes, 
Wills, J. 28th Nov. 


Croonat Law—Evipence—Apmissinititry or STATEMENT Ry SoLpIER TO 
Svrrrior OFrricer. 


Two soldiers, B. and D., were jointly charged with C., a civilian, with 
the murder of one E. A., on the night of the 6th of October. Ata parade 
B. was identified and arrested. While under arrest B. made a statement 
to the police mentioning D.’s name. Ata subsequent parade, held for the 
P se of identifying D., D. was not identified, but was taken from the 

and marched to the guard-room by the orders of the provost-marshal. 
While in the guard-room, in the presence of and at the instance of the 
superintendent of police, the following questions were asked by 
the provost-marshal and answered by D.: Q. ‘‘Were you out 
of barracks on Tuesday night?” A. “‘No.” Q. “If anyone was 
to say that you were in the ‘Crimea’ public-house about 10 o’clock 
that night it would not be true?’”’ A. (hesitation for a moment 
or two). ‘‘I did break out of the barracks that night and I was 
in the ‘‘ Crimea” public-house about 10.30.’’ The provost-marshal was 
not certain whether D. said ‘“‘I broke out of barracks with B.,’’ or that 
‘I was in the ‘Crimea’ with B”; but B.’s name he felt sure was men- 
tioned. The superintendent’s note of the interview was as follows: Q. 
“‘ If any said you were in the ‘Crimea’ with B., at 10.30 it would not be 
correct ? ” A. (pause) ‘‘I was with him; I went out with him, and was 
with him all the evening and returned with him at 12.15.’ The super- 
intendent immediately stopped further conversation, then making up his 
mind toarrest D. D. was taken to the police-station, charged jointly with B., 
and cautioned. Counsel for the prisoners B. and D. urged that such state- 
ments are not admissible. Statements made by D., under such circum- 
stances to be admissible must be proved affirmatively to have been made 
voluntarily in the fullest sense of the term. D., was a military prisoner 
and it being admitted that he was taken from the ranks and marched to 
the guard-room, which isa military prison, necessarily shewing D., that 
he was under and bound by the obligations of military discipline. The 
provost-marshal was a person in authority and the prisoner’s superior 
officer, whom the prisoner was bound to answer. Though there was no 
actual compulsion in the sense of a threat, there was present that which 
amounted to coercion. The doctrine of free and voluntary confession is 
not confined to fear induced by words only. The true test is, what is the 
effect on the mind of the prisoner caused by the surrounding circumstances 
asa whole. The confession in this case was obtained by fear of military 
consequences if the prisoner did not answer, and was therefore inadmiesible. 
Further, the rule is to reject the confession if there is any doubt subsisting 
that it was free and voluntary: Q. v. Thompson (1893, 2 Q. B. 12) is in 
point. Counsel for the Crown were not called on. 

Wuzs, J., in giving decision on the point, said that he had no doubt as 
to the admissibility of the evidence. Anything tending to lead the person 
answering to answer in a particular way, i.c., a departure from truth 
caused by fear, inducement, &c., was not admissible. ‘These were some- 
what unusual circumstances, and the books did not shew a precedent, but 





the principle was clear. Had it been proved that it was a military offeny 
for the soldier not to answer the officer, he would not have admitted ty 
evidence ; but as that had not been done, he would admit the statements 
CounsEL, C. W. Mathews and J. A. Simon ; Perey St, Gerrans; E. B. Charla, 
Sorscrrors, The Treasury Solicitor ; Eve § Clinton, Aldershot. 


[Reported by W. T. Tcrtoy, Esq,, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
Solicitor Ordered to be Struck Off the Rolls. 
Dec. 7, 1903.—Witi1am Mizxs Boory. 








Law Societies. 


The Incorporated Law Society of Liverpool. 


The seventy-sixth annual general meeting of this society was hel 
at the Law Library, 10, Cook-street, Liverpool, on Wednesday, the 25th 
of November, the president (Mr. Septimus Castle) in the chair. 

The notice convening the meeting, together with the annual report of 
the committee and the honorary treasurer’s accounts, having been taken gs 


The Presipent delivered an address in which he said: The paragra 
which have appeared for several years past in the annual reports of the 
society, and in the addresses of my predecessors in the chair, referring to 
the great delays which have taken place in connection with the new rule 
of the Court of Passage, and the steps which the society have taken from 
time to time to assist the corporation of Liverpool in their just demands 
as to this court, are happily now or into a record of satisfactory 
benefit achieved, and the profession in Liverpool have the great gratifi. 
cation of knowing that at last the Court of Passage has obtained its rules 
and orders. We can with full confidence look forward to the revived 
activity of this ancient court, the business of which, it is to be hoped, will 
continue to steadily increase, especially having regard to the recent 
appointments of the learned judge, and of the registrar, both of which 
gma oy I Believe, met with the full approval of the profession, 
While on the question ’of local courts, I should like, in passing, to refer to 
the County Court ‘Jurisdiction Act of last session. The steps which haye 
been taken by our ‘society in this matter are fully set out in the 
report. It seems somewhat anomalous that under this Act solicitors 
will have the right of audience in cases involving up to £100 (and 
even beyond this amount by consent), and they already have such right 
of audience in local bankruptcy and Admiralty matters involving most 
important principles of law and large amounts, yet they cannot appear 
in the Court of Passage, which is pre-eminently a local court, 
One would urge upon the younger members of the profession the extreme 
importance of cultivating advocacy in the different branches of the county 
court. It seems to me that with the increased jurisdiction of the county 
court and the improved machinery of the Court of Passage more and more 
business will be transacted in these local courts. It is desirable, in the 
interests alike of the profession and of their clients in a populous com- 
mercial centre such as Liverpool, that solicitors should not drift too much 
in the direction—prompted, no doubt, by the increasing demands of daily 
practice apart from the courts—of appearing in court so seldom them- 
selves. It is not too much to hope that in the course of time the Court of 
Passage may develop into a branch of the High Court of Justice, and 
thus give us in Liverpool, to some extent at least, a realization of our long 
cherished scheme of a practically continuous sitting in Liverpool of 
the High Court. Any efforts which we can make towards reducing the 
delay and unnecessary expense now involved in litigation must tend alike 
to the convenience of our clients and the interests of the profession, 
Amongst other matters which this year has seen is the opening of the 
Liverpool University, a matter which is fraught with the highest 
importance not only to the citizens of Liverpool, but also to the 
community in the district for many miles round. The Liverpool 
University has, amongst others, a Faculty of Law, which will, we 
trust, continue, on extended lines, those valuable services to legal 
education in Liverpool and the surrounding district which have been 
rendered for years past by the Board of Legal Studies. That board not 
only continues in existence, but retains important duties and privileges, 
and from the knowledge of the past one is sure that the board will co- 
operate with the Law Faculty of the university in such a way as to insure 
for all time very great facilities and opportunities for students of law in 
this part of the country. The profession in Liverpool have real cause for 
congratulation that the efforts which they have been making for a long time 
past in the direction of improved legal education are recognized by tbe 
university, and it is not too much to hope that with the Faculty of Law and 
the Board of Legal Studies the study of the academig and practical sides of 
the knowledge ot law may proceed hand in hand and with increasing force 
and usefulness to all concerned. It is to be hoped that year by year 
a greater number of those who will form the coming generation of 
solicitors will attend the lectures and classes for the purpose of assisting 
them to pass their examinations in a creditable and exhaustive way, and 
that they will not merely regard such lectures and classes as a system of 
cramming. It would bea great thing also if articled clerks would avail 
themselves of the rtunity offered to them of becoming graduates in 
law of the Liverpool University. As it is possible to arrange for the 
period of clerkship under articles to run concurrently with a course of 
study for a law degree, I trust there will be an increasing roll of those who 
decide to take their University degree in the profession of their choice, 
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———— 
and in the city in which they reside. It is alike the duty and the privilege 
of a moribund president to offer any observations which his ence 
while in office may have suggested. One thing I venture to submit for 
ur consideration, and that is the expediency and even necessity for 
greater co-operation amongst all those e in our practice. It is of 
the utmost importance that at least all solicitors in practice on their own 
account should become members, not only of your society, but also of the 
Law Society, as that society is ever working for the general benefit of 
rofession, and does more real service to solicitors than many 


Constitution of the Rule Committee.—In the early part of the year the 


committee had under consideration the desirability of obtaining an altera- 
tion in the representation of the solicitor branch of the profession on the 
Rule Committee. At present, under section 4 of the Judicature Act, 
1894, the president of the Law 
the Rule 
be much better to have a solicitor appointed for a fixed term of years, as he 
would be able to keep more in t 
The committee communicated with the Council of the Law Socie 
subject, who in turn communicated with the Lord Chancellor. 


iety for the time being is a member of 
mmittee. It was suggested to your committee that it would 
with the work of the Rule Committee. 

on the 
is lord- 


? mg think. Again, the Solicitors’ Benevolent Association does 
It | ship expressed his approval of the suggestion, and intimated that the 


vast good to many of the profession who deserve support. 
was my privilege recently to ask a number of solicitors in Liver- 
] to join this association, and I received most cordial and ready 
responses, many saying they would have joined before if they had known 
what an admirable association it was, or if their attention had 
especially drawn to its claims. Similarly I would urge the members of 
the society to take more active interest in the Law Students’ Association, 
which they can do by subscribing only 5s. per annum, by attending and 
taking part in the debates, or by offering a prize occasionally as an 
incentive and encouragement to the students. Again, the Liverpool and 
District Association of Legal Assistants warmly deserves the recogni! 
and interest of the profession. It is a most useful association, fraught 
with beneficial tendencies both to solicitors and their clerks, and though 
the association do not admit solicitors as subscribing members, yet a 
donation or small annual subscription to the benevolent fund of 
the association would greatly help to build up this most useful fund. 
In connection with the provincial visit, I wish to put on record that the 
thanks of the society are due in no small measure to our hon, secretary, 
Mr. Dun, and our hon. treasurer, Mr. Arnold Cleaver, who, ably assisted 
by the secretary, Mr. Burrill, gave much time and enthusiastic energy in 
making the numerous arrangements. 

It was moved by the Presipent, seconded by the Vicr-Presipent, and 
resolved : ‘‘ That the report of the committee subject to such verbal altera- 
tions as may be found necessary, together with the hon. treasurer’s 
accounts, be approved and adopted, and the same be printed and 
circulated.” 

It was moved by Mr. T. Brtirincer, seconded by Mr. J. W. Atsop, 
and resolved: ‘‘ t the thanks of the meeting be given to the 
president for his address, and that the same be printed and circulated as 
part of the report.’’ 

It was moved by Mr. Jonn Lawnzence, seconded by Mr. H. H. Grszons, 
and resolved: ‘‘ That the thanks of the society be given to the officers 
and members of the committee for their services during the past year.”’ 

There were eleven nominations to fill the vacancies upon the committee, 
and the following were elected for the term of three years next ensuing 
Messrs. J. E. Burton Bagshaw, F. H. Baxter, J. C. Bromfield, Arnold J. 
Cleaver, Finlay Dun,F. Marton Hull, William Jackson, jun., J. H. Kenion, 
and W. C. Thorne. 

The following are extracts from the report of the committee : 

Members.—The society now consists of 410 members. The number of 
—— and others, not being members, who subscribe to the library is 

y-nine. 

Lord Mayor of Liverpool.—Mr. R. A. Hampson, a member of this society, 
has been appointed to the office of Lord Mayor of Liverpool for the ensuing 
year. The committee desire to record their pleasure that another member of 
the profession should have been appointed to succeed Mr. W. Watson 
Rutherford, whom the committee congratulate on having, during his 
year of office, been elected as the representative in Parliament of the West 
Derby Division of Liverpool. 

Liverpool and Manchester District Registries.—Towards the latter part of 
last year the attention of Mr. Justice Kekewich was called to the incon- 
venience and ot gps which often arise in serving summonses and notices 
(where personal service is not required) in actions proceeding in the 
Liverpool and Manchester District Registries owing to the fact that an 
—s for service may be given anywhere within the district. It was 
pointed out that cases often occurred where a solicitor had to send a clerk 
a great distance from his office to effect such service, or to employ an agent 
for which no additional costs are allowed. His lordship stated that it had 
been suggested to him that the inconvenience might be remedied by arule 
enabling such service to be effected by post, but before submitting a 
draft rule to the Rule Committee his lordship asked for a statement of the 
views of the committee of this society, with any suggestions they might 
wish to make. Before replying to Mr. Justice Kekewich a conference was 
held with the committee of the Manchester Law Association, when it was 
found that the views of the two committees were not in harmony. It was 
accordingly decided to submit the matter to the Associated vincial 
Law Societies, and at a meeting of that body, held on the 20th of 
February last, a resolution was adopted approving of a rule practically in 
the terms of a draft prepared by the committee. Drafts of the proposed 
amendment of ord. 67, r. 2, and the necessary amendment of ord. 54, r. 5, 
were forwarded to Mr. Justice Kekewich, and were subsequently, with 
slight modifications, adopted by the Rule Committee. The rule so far 
commended itself to the officials at the Central Office that at their request 
the rule was made applicable to matters proceeding in the High Court in 
ry and, after being modified accordingly, was incorporated with 
ord. 67, r. 2. 

Court of Passage.—After many years’ delay the Rule Committee have at 
last approved of the application of the High Court rules, with the ex- 
ception of order 14, to the Court of Passage. Notwithstanding the fact 
that order 14 has for the present been withheld, it is a cause for congratula- 
tion that the necessity for proper rules for this court, which the committee 
have continuously urged upon the Lord Chancellor and the Rule Com- 
mittee, has at last been recognized. 





Thursday, 
directors present were Mr. T. Dolling Bolton, Mr. H. C. Nisbet, Mr. R. H. 
Peacock, and Mr. J. Vallance. A sum of £25 was voted for the relief of a 
solicitor’s widow, and other business was transacted. 


W. Arth 


aaier would be considered on the introduction in Parliament of an 
measure for the amendment of the Judicature Acts. The committee 

the matter of sufficient importance to be dealt with by a special Act of 
Parliament, and they also suggest that, following the precedent of the 
Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, 1881, a representative of the provincial 
solicitors should be added to the Rule Committee. The question formed 
the subject of a paper read at the omer meeting of the Law Society 
by Mr. Mather, and the committee have 

sider the matter with a view to a Bill being introduced in the next session 
ition-| of Parliament. 


asked the Law Society to again con- 


Charter of the. Liverpool University.—Since the last annual report the 


University of Liverpool has become an accomplished fact. The council of 
the university intimated to the Board of Studies that they had allo- 
cated a sum of £10,000 out of the moneys subscribed for the new university 
for the endowment of a Chair in Commercial Law in addition to the 
Victoria Chair of Law already existing. In addition to the new chair, 
two lectureships in jurisprudence and English constitutional law respect- 
ively were established. As a result of the formation of the faculty it became 
necessary to consider its relationship toward the Board of Legal Studies. 
The matter was carefully considered to the board, and they were of 
that it was essential to to the continued success of legal education in Liver- 
pool that they should in future perform the functions and duties hitherto 
carried out by them. A scheme for the reconstitution of the board was 
accordingly prepared and agreed u 
bodies on the board. Under this sc 
on the board is maintained and proper saf 
which give the board a voice in the selection of the subjects on which the 
lectures and classes will be held and in the appointment of professors and 
lecturers. The scheme has been approved by the committee, and by the 
committee of the Law Students’ Association, but the council of the univer- 
ity have requested the Law Faculty to re 
of the faculty have been held on the subject, and the safeguards above 
referred to do not meet with the appro 
university on the faculty. 
representatives of the committee, together with those of the Law Students’ 
Association, will continue to press 
which the board have hitherto occupied, and which has been adopted in 
the scheme above referred to. 


inion 


m by representatives of the various 
eme the representation of the society 
s have been introduced, 


thereon. Several meetings 


of the representatives of the 


The matter is still under discussion. The 


for the maintenance of the position 


United Law Society. 


Dec. 7.—Mr. J. F. W. Galbraith presided.—Afteriprivate business Mr. 


E. S. Cox-Sinclair moved: ‘‘ That this house approves of the views ex- 
pressed by Lord Robertson in Zolhurst v. Associated Por 

Sacturers (Limited) (1903, A. C. 414).”” Mr. Forder Lampard op 
speakers were Messrs. A. H. Richardson, H. C. Bi 
lain, and F. O. Clutton. Mr, Cox-Sinclair replied. The motion was lost 


by seven votes to one. 


tland Cement Manu- 
. The 
Bickmore, W. J. Chamber- 


Law Association. 


A meeting of the directors was held at the hall of the Law Society on 
e 3rd inst., Mr. S. J. Daw being in the chair. The other 





Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 
The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 


was held at the Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, London, on the 9th of 
December, Mr. Rich : 


ard W. Tweedie in the chair. The other directors 
resent being Sir George Lewis, Bart., and Messrs. Walter Dowson, R. 
lett (Cirencester), T. Musgrave Francis (Cambridge), J. Roger B. 
Gregory, Samuel Harris (Leicester), W. Price Hug! (Worcester), 
ur § , Maurice A. Tweedie, and J. T. Scott (secretary). A 
sum of £520 was distributed in grants of relief, four new members were 
admitted to the association, and other general business was transacted. 








At the Clerkenwell County Court on the 4th inst., says the St. James's 
Gazette, Judge Edge stopped the hearing of a case on the ground that the 
sworn evidence proved that gross perjury had been committed. His 
honour said that he had daily to sit and listen to a mass of gross perjury 
from the highest to the lowest. Perjury in the courts had been Te 
so rapidly that it was time some power was given to judges to deal 
it. He was tired of ee ee being a clear case Re me 
on one side or the other he would do his duty whatever might be by 
others afterwards. He would impound the produced receipts and have 
them tested as to being forgeries or not. 
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Obituary. 
Mr. Harry Newson. 
Mr. Harry Newson, LL.B., barrister-at-law, died on Saturday. He 


was the son of Mr. Jasper Newson, of Brighton, and graduated at the 
London University. He won the scholarship in International Law at the 
Middle Temple in 1877, and was called to the bar in 1879, when he 
became a member of the North-Eastern Circuit. He was the author of 
works on the Law of Shipping and Marine Insurance and on Bills of Sale. 








Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. Cuar.es GreEenwoop, solicitor, of the firm of Greenwood & Green- 
wood, 1, Mitre-court-buildings, Temple, E.C., has been gazetted to the 
Royal Naval Volunteer Reserve with the rank of Assistant-Paymaster, to 
date from the 11th of November last. Mr. Greenwood was for some years 
a seaman gunner in the old R.N.A.V. (London Brigade), from which he 
retired and received his certificate of discharge when he was admitted as a 
solicitor in 1878. 


Mr. Epoar pe Kxevert, solicitor, of 26, Guilford-street, London, W.C., 
has been appointed Solicitor to the Consulate-General of Belgium in the 
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland. 





Changes in Partnerships. 
Dissolutions. 


Matcotm Tomirnson Brown and Norman Wentworta Browy, solicitors 
(W. Brown & Sons), Warwick. Nov. 17. 


Cuartes Isaacson and Wotron Warp Isaacson, solicitors (J. C. & 
W. W. Isaacson), 11 and 8, New-inn, Strand, London. Nov. 23. Such 
business will be carried on in the future by the said Wotton Ward 
Isaacson. 

Cartes Unperwoon, Frank Harvey Pirer, and Cxaries Crappock 
Unperwoop, solicitors (Underwood, Son, & Piper), 13. Holles-street, 
Cavendish-square, London. Nov. 30. Such business will in future be 
carried on by the said Frank Harvey Piper and Charles Craddock 
Underwood, under the same style or firm. [ Gazette, Dec. 4. 


Wut Georce Davies and Jonn Watton, solicitors (Llewellyn, 
Davies, & Walton), Woolwich. Nov. 30. Such business will be carri 
on in the future by the said John Walton. [ Gazette, Dec. 8. 





General. 


In the King’s Bench Division on Monday, on the application of Mr. 
Yelverton, and with the consent of the Incorporated Law Society, the 
motion for the removal of Mr. G. E. T. Edalji from the roll of solicitors 
was postponed. It is understood that his recent conviction for cattle 
maiming in Staffordshire is under review at the Home Office. 


The following is given by the Daily Telegraph as an item of evidence at 
the Law Courts on Wednesday, illustrating legal lucidity: King’s Counsel 
(examining witness): Did you—I know you did not, but I am bound to 
put it to you—on the 25th—it was not the 25th really, it was the 24th— it 
is a mistake in my brief—see the defendant—he is not the defendant 
really ; he is the plaintiff—there is a counterclaim, but you would not 
understand that—yes or no? Witness: What! ! 


We are requested to state that Assistant-Paymaster Charles Greenwood, 
Royal Naval Volunteer Reserve, of No. 1, Mitre-court-buildings, Temple, 
E.C., will be glad to give full particulars and supply application forms to 
barristers, solicitors, bar students, and articled clerks and to others in 
or connected with the legal profession who may feel disposed to offer 
themselves for enrolment as Naval Volunteers. Six companies of 100 men 
each have already been formed, and, should a sufficient number of 
applicants from classes above referred to offer themselves for enrolment 
within a reasonable period of time from this date, and mark ‘‘ No. 7”’ 
upon the first page of their application forms, they will be placed in 
No. 7 Company, which will be recruited, as far as possible, from men in, 
or conneeted with, the legal profession. 


In connection with the ‘‘ coming of age’’ of the Royal Courts of Justice, 
says the St. James’s Gazette, a story by Lord Bowen may be recalled, which 
illustrates how technically our forefathers construed the law. In the days 
of Charles II., so said Lord Bowen, it was suggested that the Court of 
Common Pleas should be removed from Westminster Hall to some more 
convenient place, where cases could be tried free from so much interrup- 
tion by noise. But the Lord Keeper Bridgman was adamant in his 

ition to the scheme, ‘‘ as it was against Magna Charta, which says 

t the Common Pleas shall be held ina fixed spot, with which the distance 

of an inch from that place is inconsistent, and all the pleas would be 

decided in such case outside the proper jurisdiction.’’ The real 

authority for this reminiscence of Lord Bowen’s was Roger North, who, in 

retailing it, adds: ‘‘This formal reason hindered a great reform, which 

makes me think of Erasmus, who, having read somewhat of English law, 
said that the lawyers were a most learned race of ignorant men.”’ 


At the Leeds Assizes on Tuesday, says the Zimes, Arthur Holmes, formerly 
a solicitor carrying on business at Bradford and Ilkley, pleaded guilty tot, 
charge of frudulently converting tohis own use sums of £220, £200, ay 
£400 between the months of June and October, 1902; also toa charge of 
fraudulently altering an undertaking for the payment of money on the 244 
of October, 1902. The facts were stated to be that a sum of £1,200 wasdy 
to a client of Holmes from a man called Gatcliffe, on account of which the 
latter paid £700 to Holmes and gave a document acknowledging the remaip. 
ing £500. Holmes never paid over the £700, and altered the letter “ fiya» 
on the acknowledgment into ‘‘ twelve.”” As aconsequence the credit, 
has sued Gatcliffe for the whole amount. Further, being executor of the 
will of a Mrs. Watkinson, Holmes offered to invest £1,100 on behalf ¢ 
one of the beneficiaries on mortgage. The offer was accepted, but Holmy 
never invested the money, and put it into his own pocket. The mo 
deeds were never produced, and when inquiry was made Holmes admitted 
the fraud. There were two other cases of a similar nature. The totyl 
defalcations amounted to over £20,000. Counsel in addressing the judge jy 
mitigation of sentence, said that Holmes was a married man with foy 
young children. He had already been made bankrupt and struck off the 
rolls so that he was ruined financially, socially, and physically, Mr. Justig 
Darling sentenced the prisoner to eighteen months’ imprisonment. 

The Home Secretary, Mr. Akers-Douglas, in a speech delivered at the 
opening of the new Constitutional Club at Shoreditch, said that the aliens’ 
right of entrance into this country and their right to reside in any particular 
district should be placed under most stringent regulations. We had aliens 
and aliens. Many of them were hard-working, sober, and desirable 
citizens so far as social order went, and he had nothing to say against 
them, except that he regretted that they might take the bread out of 
Englishmen’s mouths. On the other hand, a very large proportion of the 
crime of this country and the districts of London was committed by 
aliens. The criminal statistics showed that out of the 32,000,000 of 
native-born populations in England and Wales in 1901, 166,000 wer 
sentenced to imprisonment; while of the alien population, 2,880 were 
sentenced to imprisonment, the proportion in the first case being 0°52 
per cent., and in the second 1°16 per cent. In 1902 the number 
of alien prisoners rose to 3,446, or an increase of about 50 per cent, 
As these figures were not only confined to first offenders, but extended to 
habitual criminals very largely, the time had come when some stringent 
measures should be taken to deal with the subject. There were constant 
complaints from judges and magistrates as to the work thrown upon the 
courts, and the expense of it, by criminal aliens, who, he thought, ought 
to be deported from this country. It was not for him to anticipate any 
announcement to be made in the Speech to be delivered by his Majesty no 
the opening of Parliament. All he could do was to give them his assurance 
that this question was one which at the present moment was receiving the 
very careful consideration of his Majesty’s Ministers, and that that con- 
sideration was being given to the question with every desire to find a 
speedy remedy. 

In charging the grand jury at the Bristol Assizes last week, Mr. Justice 
Wills said: ‘‘In the year 1888 I had to charge the grand jury at Ruthin, 
and afterwards to deal with persons convicted in respect of some serious 
riots connected with distresses for tithes. What exactly I said I have no 
means of knowing at the present time. I know that the only reports I 
saw at the time in the local papers were incomplete and inaccurate, 
They were obviously the work of persons in sympathy with the rioters, 
Words of warning and condemnation were eliminated, and very little if 
any of the stern rebuke which I administered to the offenders was allowed 
to ap These reports are, I suppose, what are now reprinted in 
leaflets and papers which have been forwarded to me from various parts 
of the country, and which have been accompanied sometimes by inquiries 
as to whether I really was, as I have been styled in some of them, an 
advocate of what is called ‘passive resistance,’ and in other cases by 
requests to ‘ confirm’ the reports. It is time, therefore, that I spoke out. 
I am quite certain that I have never said anything that can entitle anyone 
to represent me as approving of organized combinations to disobey 
the law, to bring the will of Parliament expressed in legislation into 
odium, and to render ordered government impossible,-or as Waving 
indicated that any such combinations are lawful. A few weeks ago 
Lord Lindley, in charging the grand jury at the court. of quarter sessions 
in Norfolk, which is fortunate enough to have him as its chairman, when 
speaking of ‘‘ passive resistance ’’ enunciated some vigorous and whole- 
some doctrines of a very different kind. Until I am convinced by argument 
that they are erroneous they will continue to command my entire approval. 
Whether what has been done or may be done in any individual case may 
constitute or be evidence of such a combination as I have desribed is a 
matter upon which I express no opinion. All I am concerned with is to 
remove a misapprehension as to my views asa lawyer and a judge which, 
if uncorrected, may not impossibly bring some of those who have relied 
upon them into very serious trouble. I read in some newspapers some 
time ago that I had not only counselled ‘‘ passive resistance,’ but had 
actually refused to pay rates in which the education rate was included, and 
had been distrained upon. At such childish extravagances one can afford 
to smile, when I am represented as the sympathetic advocate of perilous 
legal heresies and as countenancing tactics with which I have no sympathy 
at all, which I believe to be morally wrong as well as legally, and which, if 
resorted to by every person dissatistied with specific legislation, would make 
law and order impossible. 








The Canadian Pacific Railway announces an issue at 106 of £2,803,000 
Perpetual Four per Cent. Consolidated Debenture Stock for the purpose of 
providing for the cost of the win fy Atlantic steamship service of 
fifteen vessels, amounting to £1,417,500; and the cost of 471 additional 








miles of railway, amounting to £1,385,500. 
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~ The Property Mart. 
—i aliens Sales of the Ensuing Week. 
esirable HF hx 16.—Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranvrexp, at the Mart, at 2 :-Hammersmith : 4 A Profit 
AY against Rental of £70 per .— one out of business King-street ; rent £250. 
ad out of Solicitors, Messrs. Dem, Sol , & Marchant, London. a i Oniord-street : Well. 
ion of the secured Profit Rental of £150 per annum, arising from Shops and business premises. 
nitted by Solicitors, Messrs, Milne & Milne, London. 
00,000 of Dec. 17. ee - E. Foster & Cranrig.p, at the Mart, at 2:— 





REVERSIO 
















000 were To poy bout £10,09 two ladies aged 72 and 39. Solicitor, Messrs. Hastie, London. 
880 were To Shares of a Trust Estate, represented by Colonial and Railway Stock, value 
eing 052 gh 267 I f{* — 81 and 75. Solicitors, Messrs. Gush, Phillips, Walters, 
number To One-fifth of 2 Trust Fund, Consols, &c., value £12,784; lady aged 76, Solicitors, 
per cent, essrs. Clarkson, Greenwell & Co., London. 
tended to To P ne o- Sixth of a Freehold Residence, value £66 per annum ; lady 72; also 
stringent aaa a. of a lady, 36, in One-sixth of a Trust Estate _ ueing £822 
°C um, with Policies. Solicitor, H.C. Pershouse, Eeq., W: 

Onstant To One-fifth of of Freehold Properties in Norfolk, prod: about £43 per annum ; 
upon the lady aged 68 ; also to One-tenth of £1,000, receivable on ~ decease of the 
t, Ought To One-tifth Py Rail ay aon ‘eeey E1674; lady aged t 

To One- of a 5! » So. value 16,874; y 52. 
pate any Solicitors, Messrs. Drake, Son, & 
jesty no To £60,000 ; two ladies 72 and bp cies Life ‘Tnterest of £60 (see full par- 





Solicitor, E. M. Lazarus, Esq., London 

POLICIES for £500, £500, £500 Solicitors, Messrs. Dodds & Hill, Worcester. 
(See advertisements, this week, back page.) 

Dec. 18.—Messrs. BzapeL, Woop, & Co., at the Mart, at 2:—Mayfair: Town Residence, 
occupying a good corner position on west side, between Berkeley-square and Park- 
lane, on lease having about 9] years unexpired ; immediate possession. Solicitors, 
Messrs. Wordsworth, Blake, & Co., London. (See. advertisement, this week, page iv.) 
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London Gazette—Tougspay, Dec. 8. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


Luarep in CHANCERY. 
Nov 30, directed tobe 


Pape Soesiahs Co, iroag, Bank bg, Bre ag hi mor for - = 
must reach not later than 6 pew od ng the afternoon. of 
Dec 14 
Dunrgen Bay Meenas Co, Tense Cae are re aon or before Jan 13, to-send 
thcir names and ad and the particulars of or thee bts or claims, to mund 
David White, 42, Castle st, 1 
Loxpow Gotp Coast Seeeenen, Se Limitep ‘(IN Seoneray, jenn = 
te Rialeacenen Os Seta et of 


uired, on or before Jan 13, to send 
thir debts or claims, to Frederik Se ena Gebel at Cane 


Mersey Evevator anp Ligarerace Co, 2 On Lamina —Creditors are Pen ogee on or before 

Dec 30, to send their names and addresses, and the of their debts or claims, 

to Walter Edwin Stacey, 2, Molyneux pl, ten Batesuns & Co, solors for liquidator 

Mip.tanp Ixsurance Co, Limrrep—Creditors - uired, on or before Jan 16, to send 
> ten 


their names dresses, and the parti debts or claims, to John Philip 


and ad 
Garnett, 22, Booth st, Manchester. Goulty & Goodfellow, Manchester, solors for 
liquidator 


Sout apres © ‘Baars Associatioy, Lourep Castes 08 ms uired, on or before Jan 
ree ahmed names and addresses, and the partic eir debts or claims, to 
Frederick Se — Salaman, 1, Oxford ct, — st. gt > & Johnson, Gt Win- 
chester st, for liquidator 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Ciaim. 
London Gasette.—Tvrsvay, Nov. 24, 
Satvix, Bryan Joun Francis, Burn Hall, Durham Dec 31 Worsley v Marshall, 
K " erlock, Serjeant’s inn, Fleet st 
Surrm, Gzonge,, Presto Tobacconist Dec 22 Morgan v Smith, Registrar, Preston 
june st, 
WILLIAMs, Hompurey, Taldrwe, Lianllyfni, Carnarvon, Farmer Dec 29 Williams v 
Hughes, Farwell, J Carter & Co, 


London Gazette.—Frivay, Nov. 27. 
Fox, Fespere, Andover, Fishmonger Dec 23 Farr v Fox, Farwell, J Smith, High st, 


Ando 
James, Guassae, North rd, Birkenhead, Clerk Jan1 James v James, Registrar, Liverpool 
Reinhardt, 33, Hamilton st, Birkenead 





Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Turspay, Dec, 1. 


Assort, Mary Any, Ipswich Dec 31 va Woodbridge 

Ankers, Exizasetn, Tarvin, Chester Dec 31 Barker & fipnem, Chester 

Bayrie.p, Henry Ex: Harris, East Stonehouse, Devon, Cabinet Maker Dec 28 Rodd, 
East Stonehouse 

BarLow, Wii.1am, Knutsford, General Dealer Jan 14 Ashworth & Inman, Manchester 

BayNnam, ELizaBern. Kington, Hereford 4 21 Temple & hg he Kington 


Brysom, Evizanetu, Cheddar, Meath. Ax 
Buixrtsoz, Juan, Saint Sass Jan 31 beta & Brackenbury, Saint int tests, Toate 


Bower, Joux, B Dec 31 Turner, H 
Bock.ey, Noau, yb Dec 31 Buckley Co, Staly Stalybridge 

Cuarman, Wriuiam, Carrington, Lancs, Farmer Dec 24 Walker & Co, Bi le Mareh 
CoLLett, "Henry Grorce Outram, Southsea, Ph Dec 31 Ti en In 
Comptox, Wittiam, Southampton, Licensed Jan 1 Stanton & Co, South- 


ampton 
Cooxr, Howarp Crossy, Fenchurch av_ Dec <3 Ford & Co, Bloomsbury sq 
Crisr, Tsaac, Hexham, Northumberland Dec 15 Smith, South Shields 
Garsipz, Mary Ayn, Stretford, Soaee Jan 9 Orofton & Co, Manchester 
Gisss, Hue, K wn, 1, Grocer .~ 30 Tarr & Sons, Bristol 
GILBERT, PRIscILLa Louisa, Burlingten Dec 31 Carter, Regent st 
Gopwix, Jonn Tuomas, Dorchester, Glass ant Dec 24 Lock & Co, Dorchester 
Haprietp, Rosert, Dukinfield, Chester Dec 12 Pownall, Ashton under Lyne 
Hacensvuscu, Cart, Hampton, "Clerk Jan 15 Crueseman & Rouse, mca st 
Hanpey, BENJAMIN, Wandsworth Jan12 Yarde & Loader, Gray 
Harow, Groner, Chelsfield, Kent, Farmer Jan8 Betteley, Reta Victoria Embank- 


ment 
Host, Ricnarv Ex:toy, Bath Dec 28 Harwood & Co, Bristol 
Kina, Joun, ae rd, Upper Clapton Dec 19 Vaughan & Buss, Southampton st, 


Lorp, Joun Basses, Parkin Jani2 Field & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Cuartorre, Gedney Drove End, Lincs, Innkeeper Dec 31 Mossop & Mossop, 


WN 
Long Sutton, Lincs 
i aTTHEW, sen, Jesmond, Newcastle upon Tyne Jan 8 Ward, Newcastle upon 
ni 


e 
Moxnickenpam, Ecten, South Hampstead Jan 1 McKenna & Co, Hanover sq 
Mo ter, Fanyy, Dec 31 Guscotte & Co, Essex st, Strand 

Norripae, Rev Gzoroz Simrsox, Boughton Aluph, Kent Dec 31 Hallett & Co, Ashford, 


Kent 
Owen, Exizasern, Forest Hill Jani Horsley & Weightman, Basinghall st 
Pickett, JAMES, by wn ged Wells, Tailor Dec 31 Andrew & Cheale, Tunbridge Well: 
POLLARD, RICHARD GRos' yle, Cornwall Dec 16 Wadebridge 
Preston, Louisa, Barton ee Ne Nootoik March1 Keith & Co, Norwich 
Surrn, Evizasetu, Cricklewood a 19 Munns & a Toogte Old Jewry 


Speirs, ALEXANDER, ee Dec 30 Quiggin & 
Spencer, Samvuet, Chester, Contractor Jan Walker & & Co, Chester 


Sunpius, Rev Cuarves Mouverr Surrn. Tana, Yorks Jani ony Ot Demat 
ens Se WILLIAM, Thorpe, Holme en Spalding , Yorks, Farmer 


Sargent, 
Tayter, Mary Carotrxe, Tetbury, Glos Jan 1 eS 

Te.ronp, James, Sunderland, er age Dec 14 Sunderland 

Vewastes, Txouas, Lower Withington, Chester, Farmer Dec 31 Sheldon & Co, 


Watts, Frepenic. Kettering Jan15 Hinton, Forest 
Wauire, Louisa CaRo.iye, Bunsenl’ Bode bet sam Leighton Buzzard 
Wrison, Marta Crar.orrs, Deo Cudby, Chancery in 
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port Winding-up Notices. 
er London Gazette.—Fripay, Dec. 4. 
ttle if JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
lowed Luourep 1n CHANCERY. 
ted in Brrtisit Investors Unprweitine Conporation, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or 
| parts before Jan 14, to send their names and , and the particulars of their debts or 
quiries claims, to A: Arnold Francis Dickin, 9 and 10, Pancras In 
m, an Coutspoy Stzamsuie Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 15, to send 
’ their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William 
es by Edmund Bunclark, 8 and 9, Great St Helen’s 
e out Ecnam ano Sraines Launpry Co, Lae -Creditors are required, on or before Jan 21, 
nyone to send their names and and the particulars of their debts or claims, to T. J. 
isobey Boreham, 60, Watling st. Brett, solor for liquidator 
2 into Heuicom Locxnut Patents Cam Co, Laren — tease tors are required, soar ete 
e Jan 16, to send their names and addresses, an d the particulars of their de 
avi 
ng to Alfred Lenton, 33, Hereford rd, Acton. Ashwell & Tatin, Victoria st, Westminster, 
S$ ago pa for liquidator 
381008 y Saaw & Sons (BricHouse), Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 15, 
when to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
hole- Samuel Cockroft, 29, Rayners rd, Brighouse. Jubb & Co, Halifax, solors for Tiquidator 
ment NationaL Reviance InsurRance a lane (is Votuntrany Liquipation)—Creditois 
- are required, on or bef = Dee 30, to send their names and ad — of 
oval, their debts or claims, to F 7 Mandel ‘Booth and Andrew Ednie, 77, King Wi 
may New Pavace or Varteties (NortTHamrron), Lowrep (1x Vo.iuntary Liu sobebenis 
is &@ itors are pees, cose Shee See. tt, te cent Get eee oe dresses and the 
is to particulars of ‘their debts or claims to Biggs-Roche & Co., Lincoln's inn Fields. 
hich, PerrontaA-PrererssurG Rai.way Co, Livtrep (in Votuntary Liqu mas. — Creditors 
elied are required, on or before Feb 28, to send their names and the particulars 
of their debts or claims, to A. L. Secretan, J. Seear, and Ernest E. vSleke, 18, Austin 
ome Friars. Bompas & Co, Gt Winchester st, solors for liquidators, 
had paras ove NDICATE, LimiTED.—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 15, to send their 
and nd addresses, and the crc of their debts or claims to Herbert Alfred Deed, 
ford noe Geodhean bidgs, Basinghall st 
lous MONDOCO EMERALDS, Loara>—Peta for winding up, presented Lg 13, directed to be 
th heard Dec 15. Sti Essex Strand, solor Lote. i ice of appearing must 
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Thorncliffe, Hessle, East Yorkshire. Wright & Co, Bradford, ‘selene Sor liquidator 





‘Co, Chester 


Woop, Mary E.izapern, Cheater Jan 8 Walker 
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Bankruptc uptcy Notices. 


ORDERS. 
sale Gazette.—Fripay, Dec. 4. 

ALAN, Josepn Leonarp, Rawmarsh, nr Rotherham, Yorks, 

Sheffield Pet Dec2 Ord Dec 2 
Anperrson, Harry a, Yorks, Grocer Scarborough 
Pet Nov 30 Ord Nov 30 

BeagpweiL, Witt1am Townssenp, Ascot, Berks, Iron- 

Kingston, Surrey Pet Nov 30 Ord Nov 30 


Buivett, ARTHUR eestunee b — 8 In, Cannon st, Clerk 
7 


Court Pet Dec 2 
Brooxs, Atsert, Forest Hall, Northumberland, Grocer 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet Dec1 Ord Dec 1 


Brows, Tuomas, Gosport, Hants, Builder Portsmouth Pet 
Dec 1 Ord Dec 1 

Butier, Ernest Newman, Brighton, Builder Brighton 
Pet Nov19 Ord Dec 2 

Burt, Tuomas Foanpau, Rood In, Agent High Court 
Pet Novi4 Ord Dec1i 


CHACKSFIELD, Enocar Wi.utam, Chelsea, Butcher 
Court Pet Nov 30 Ord Nov 30 
Cuarman, CHARLES — Dewsbury Dewsbury Pet 


High 


lov 30 Ord Nov 30 
Crovutes, Hagry, Pershore, Worcester Worcester Pet 
Dec1 Ord Decl 


Cuark, Cirment, Folkestone, Builder 
Nov 30 Ord Nov 30 

Co.uey, Joun Percy, meee, York, Grocer Wakefisld 
Pet Nov16 Ord Nov 30 

Conway, Mary Ann, Cliftonville, Margate, Boarding house 
Keeper Canterbury Pet Dect Ord Decl 

CorrtincuamM, Jouy, Farnsfield, Notts,Farmer Nottingham 
Pet Nov 30 Ord Nov 30 

CrawsuHaw, Frank, Sheffield Grocer Sheffield Pet Dec 2 
Ord Dec 2 


——y sueew, Oe RB ty st, 8t James’s High Court Pet 

—_ = bo am isting, Builder Hastings Pet Dec1 

Becum, Witiiam Hovey, Shanklin, I of W, Licensed 
Victualler Newport Pet Decl Ord Dec 1 

Down, Epwarp, Blaengwynfi, Glam, Collier 
Pet Nov 30 Ord Nov 30 

EcKERSALL, Eryest, Radcliffe, Lanes Bolton Pet Dec 1 
Ord Dec 1 


Peter- 


Canterbary Pet 


Aberavon 


Freestone, Grorce, Ketton, ae, Farmer 
borough Pet Decl O 

GLENDINNING, JAMES, eg a Oarlisle, Dairyman 
Carlisle Pet Nov 30 Ord Nov30 

Graves, Epwix, Newport, ber Hairdresser Newport, 
Mon Pet Deci Or? Dec 

Hemtneway, Josers, Relies, Yorks, Draper Kendal 
Pet Decl Ord Decl 

Hewn, Cuaazes, jun, Barking, Essex, Builder Chelmsford 
Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 30 

Ho.pen; Harry, Accrington, House Furnisher Blackburn 

‘ov 27 Ord Nov 30 
Bees, Semen, Leeds, Tailor Leeds Pet Dec 1 Ord 


Dec 
Isvine, Arntuur, Leigh on Sea, Essex Chelmsford Pet 
Nov4 Ord Nov 30 
Kirxuam, Faepertcs, Heaton Norris, 
Stockport Pet Decl Ord Dec1 
Kremay, Frepericx Wittiam, ton upon Hull, Watch- 
maker pg gle et Decl Oad Dec 1 
Laycaster, SetTH, Colne, Lancs, Coal Merchant Buinley 
Pet Decl Ord Decl 


Lanetox, Tuomas Joax, H M Prison, Wormwood Scrubbs 
High Court Pet Nov lt Ord Dee 2 

MarsHaut. Witt1am Heyry, Newton le Willows, Lanc;, 
Glass Presser Warrington Pet Dee 2 Ord Dec 2 

Marrixpa.e, James Bett, Manchester, Merchant Man- 
chester Pet Nov19 Ord Dec2 

May, Agravr Cuares, Landore, nr Swansea, Commission 
Agent Swansea Pet Nov 30 Ord Nov 30 

Nocwoups, Wiu.14M, Southall, Ironmonger Windsor Pet 
Nov 30 Ord Nov 30 

Orro.ist, Joz Lez, Leeds, Baker Leeds Pet Nov 30 
Ord Nov 30 

Pawsoy, Joun, Bradford Leeds Pet Nov 30 Ord Nov 30 

Perry, Joux, Colwyn = a. Engine Driver 

r Pet Nov30 Ord N 

iat ba 5; Fisherton, Salisbury High Court Pet 

Somme ES) oy tng & ley, Conf 
KE, SARAH Ann, Barnsley, ectioner Ba: Pet 
Nov 30 Ord Nov 30 seated 

Saunpeks, Ricnarp, Hemsworth, Yorks, Blacksmith 
Wakefield Pet Decl Ord Dec 1 

Scort, Kate, Wallsend, ee ee Draper New- 
castle on Tyne Pet Dee 2 Ord Dec 2 

SHuTTLEWorTH, Marcaret, Wakefield, Tobacconist Wake- 
field Pet Decl Ord Decl 

— = Birmingham, Builder Birmingham Pet Nov 


Lanes, Painter 


Decl 
Timus, JAmrEs, magi 4 A ay Licensed Victuall 
* ang Pet D =f * oti: 
RNER, RICHARD, Landrinioy ntgomery, Farmer New- 
town Pet Nov2% Ord Dec 2 a we 
Vevers, CHARLES Geen Leeds, General Dealer Leeds 
Pet Nov 28 Ord ne. . 


Wappen, Exyxest, Hurst, Twyford, Berks, Builder 
Reading Pet Nov 11 Ord Nov 28 


Youtpon, Cuaries, Maida Vale, Accountant High Court 
Pet Dec1 Ord Dec 1 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Dec 1: 
Arrry, Joun Witram, Sunderland, Coal Merchant 
land Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 26 
FIRST MEETINGS. 


Awperson, Harey, Bridlington, ese Grocer Dec 14 at 4 
74, Newborough, Scarboro ee: 

Arrey, Joun Wii114m, Sunder Coal Merchant Dec 14 
at 11 Off Rec, 25, John st, Sunderland 

Barrett, Gzoxce, Trent Vi 
— Dec 14 


Stoke w 
14at12 The North Stahord Hote, Stak Stoke 


pon Trent 
Brap, Ht a Wict1am, St Albans, Herts, Grocer Dee 12 
11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 





Brooxs, Atpert, Forest Hill, Northumberland, Grocer 
pas 11.30 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on 


Tyn 
Sadun, Txomas, Luton, Schoolmaster Dec 12 at 
12 Off Rec, Bridge st, No rthampton 
oon, 3 Taomas Freperick, Rood In, ww Agent 
Dec 15at11 Bankru; bldgs, Care: 
Carver, Jonn ALFRED, upon "Tall, Fruit Mer- 
chant Dec12at11 on ¥ Trinity House ln, Hull 
CHACKSFIELD, Epcar Witu1am, Chelsea, Butcher Dec 15 
at12 Bankruptcy ; ay A 
CursHo_me, Henry, Birkenhead, k Dec 16 at 2 Off 
Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Cuouues, Harry, aon, © Worcester Dec 12 at 11 45, 
Copenhagen st, Worces 
CuaARK, CLEMENT, Folkestone > Builder Dec 17 at 9.15 Off 
Rec, 68 Castle st, Cant terbury 
——. Percy, Hyder oS Saint James Dec 14 at 12 
Bankruptcy tey bldgs, Ca 
Davies, James ALFRED, Metre dfil, Draper Dec 14 at 
8 135, High st, Merth Rot 
DEXTER, Suxoxt, Arnold, otts Decid4at12 Off Rec, 4, 
Park st, Notti am 
Mompeaases gp nl Radcliffe, Lancs Dec 15 at{l1 19, 
Exchange st, Bolton 
Exsros, Joun Carr, Houghton le Spring, Durham, Builder 
Dec 14at12 Off Rec, 25, John st, Sunderland 
GETTING, if Hanwell, Builder Dec 14 at 12 Off 
ec, 14, Bedford row 
a, James, Stanwix, nr Carlisle, Dairyman Dec 
16at 3 Off Rec, 34, Fisher st, Car rlisle 
a tay Accrington, House Furnisher Dec 14 at 
ec, Byrom st, Manchester 
ion y Sanday Leeds, Tailor Dec 16at 11 Off Rec, 22, 
Park row, Leeds 
Incram, Arruur, Leicester, Boot Clicker Dec 14 at 12 
Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 
JOHN, Josrau, The Glanne Wells, nr Builth, Brecon, 
Mineral Water Proprietor Dec 15 at 2 The Lion 
Hotel, Builth 
JouNs, Hepuey, Liverpool, Tobacconist Dec 16 at 12 Off 
Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Lerrze, Jous Haroraves, Liscard, Tobacconist Dec 16 
at 2.30 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
amie? SAMUEL, ‘Woodville, Derby, Builder Dec 12 at 
11 Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 
Morean, Davip, Penywern, Dowlais, Collier Dec 15 at 3 
135, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 
Orroxrst, ¢ OE LEE, — Baker Dec 15 at 12 Off Rec, 
22, Park row, 
Ow a Taomas, “ireped, Printer Dec 16 at 12.30 Off 
, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Paw BON, Joun, Leeds Dec 15 at 11.30 Off Rec, 22, Park 


row 
Roperrs, Darius Rosser, Hanley, Staffs, Earthenware 
Manufacturer Dec 14'at 11.30 North Stafford Hotel, 


Stoke upon Trent 

Rosixson, Witu1am, Loi Staffs, Grocer Dec 14 at 

12.15 The North Stafford "Hotel, Stoke upon Trent 

Sat, James, Chesterton, nr Leamington, Farmer Dec 14 
at12.30 Off Rec, 17, 1, Hertford st, Coventry 

Spencer, Frepgerick C#ARLES, Plymouth, Greengrocer 
Dec 14at 11 6, Athenzeum ter, P’ 

SuMNER, Bensamn, Aintree,  Powab Vet Surgeon Dec 
15at 12 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

TERRILL, ANNIE JANE, Perranporth, Cornwall Dec i2 at 12 
Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 

Tuompson, Henry, Leamore, Walsall, Grocer Dec 15 at 11 
Off Rec, Wolverhampton 

Tuornton, JOHN, yr. 5 Rotherham, Yorks, Con- 
tractor Dec16at12 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

Vevers, CHARLES CHEETHAM, Leeds, General Dealer Dec 
15at11 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
ALLAN, JoszrH Leonarp, Rawmarsh, ee Petetam, Yorks, 


Trammer Sheffield Pet Dec2 Ord D 
Asperson, Harry, Bridli oz Yorks, , Scar- 
‘ov 30 


ge Pet Nov30 0O: 

Artey, Jou~ WILLIAM, = Coal Merchant 
Sunderland Pet Nov10 Ord Decl 

Buvett, Axraur Courteney, Martin's In, Cannon st, Clerk 
High Court Pet Dec2 Ord Dec2 

Brooks, AL 7 ag Forest Hall, Northumberland, Grocer 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet Decl Ord Dec 1 

Brown, Syoney Taomas, Luton, Schoolmaster Luton Pet 
Noy 26 Ord Decl 

Brown, Tuomas, om, Hants, Builder Portsmouth 
Pet Dec1 Ord Dec 

Capper, Rautpu (GALT Diisianes Gauts) Saget, Con- 
fectioner Liverpool Pet Nov 28 Ord De 

Cuac KsvieLD, Epcar Wiiuiam, Chelsea, Butcher High 
Pet Nov 30 Ord Nov 30 

CuapMAN, w <5» ee Dewsbury Dewsbury Pet 
Nov 30 Ord Ni 

Catanoi, Hest B Birkenhead, Clerk Birkenhead Pet 

ov 26 

Cuouces, Haray, ides, Worcester Worcester Pet Dec 

1 Ord Decl 





CLARK, wie Peiecene, Builder Canterbury Pet 
Nov30 Ord Nov 30 

Conen, SAMUEL, je -; Butts, Watchmaker High 
Court Pet Nov5 Ord Nov 30 


Cottey, Joun Percy, Fatal og Yorks, Grocer Wake- 
field Pet Nov16 Ord Dec 2 

Conway, Mary Any, Cliftenville, te, Boarding house 
Keeper Canterbury Pet Dec 1 rd Dec 1 

CorrtincHaM, JonN, Farnsfield, Notts, Farmer Nottingham 
Pet Nov 30 Ord Nov 30 

Cnawetae, ZRaan, Sheffield, Grocer Sheffield Pet Dec 2 

Dows, Epwarp, Blaengwynfi, Glam, Collier Neath and 
Aberavon Pet Nov 30 Ord Nov 30 

i araee, Radcliffe, Lancs Bolton Pet Dec 1 


Frexston, Grorcs, Ketton, Rutland, Farmer Peterborough 

. Pet Dec 1 page 

LENDINNING, JAMES mwix, nr Carlisle, Dairyman 

a ate ne Hee a0 pai ior © 

RAVES, gd ewport. Mon, Hairdresser Newport, 
Mon Pet Decl Ord Decl —_ 








—=—= 
es Joszrx, Bentham, Yorks, Draper Kenid 
Pet Dec1 Ord Decl 


Houpen, Harry, Accrington, House Furuisher Blackby 
Pet Nov 27 ‘Ord Nov 30 

Howakrp, Henry Caarres, Cromhall, Glos Gloucester Py 
Oct 17 Ord Nov 30 

Hu | JoszrH, Leeds, Tailor Leeds Pet Dec 1 Oy 


ec 1 

Kirkaam, Frepericx, Heaton Norris, Lancs, Paint 
Stockport Pet Dec1 Ord Dec1 

Kirman, Freperick Witwuam, Kings‘on upon 
Watchmaker Kingston upon Huli Pet Dec 1 


Dec 1 

Lancaster, Seta, Colne, Lancs, Coal Merchant Burnley 
Pet Dec1 Ord Decl 

Laytos, AG W. — Bost D:aler Portsmouth Pg 
Nov2 Ord 

Lirtie, Joux aed oy ga Tobacconist Birkep. 

Pet Nov13 Ord D 
ee 5 AGnew McNett, Poole Pet Oct 1 


Dec 2 
MassHati, Witt1am Henry, Newton le Willows, Lang, 
Glass Presser Warrington Pet Dec2 Ord Dec? 
May, Arruur Cuarves, Landore, nr Swansea, Commission 
Agent Swansea Pet Nov 30 Ord Nov 30 
Orrouin1, Joz Ler, Leeds, Baker Leeds Pet Noy » 
Ord Nov 30 
Poy 2, Sant Farnham, Grocer Guildford Pet Noy 3 


Pawson, Jouy, Bradford Leeds Pet Nov 30 Ord Novy® 

Rosixsox, RicHaRrp Preston, Wine Merchant Presto, 
Pat Nov16 Ord Dec 1 

Rocers, Percy WILLBEN, caer, Auctioneer High Court 
Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 3 

Rooke, Saran Ann, * cal Confectioner 
Nov 30 Ord Nov 20 

Sat, James, Chesterton, nr Leamington, Farmer Warwick 
Pet Nov 28 Ord Dec 2 


Saunpers, Ricnarp, Hemsworth, Yorks, Blacksmith 
Wakefield Pet Decl Ord Decl 

Scott, Karz, Wallsend, Draper, Newcastle on Tyne Pe 
Dec 2 Ord Dec 2 


SaHuTTLEWORTH, MARGARET, Wakefield, Tobacconist Wake- 
field Pet Decl Ord Dec1 

Sarre, WILLIAM ne Streatham Wandsworth Pe 
May9 Ord Aug 13 

Toms, James, Stanningley, ee Licensed Victualler 
Leeds Pet Dec 1 Ord D 

Toocoop, SAMUEL JAMEs, Bristol, _ Dealer Bristol 
Pet Nov 27 Ord Dec 2 

Vevers, CoarLes CoEETHAM, Leeds, General Dealer Leeds 
Pet Nov 28 Ord Nov 28 

Wetts, Tuomas, Hart’s Hill, nr Dudley, om Scrap Iron 

Dealer Dudley Pet Nov 13 Ord Nov 3 
You ee CHABLES, = Vale, Pre aig High Court 
‘et Dec 1 Ord Dec 
‘ae notice mabstituted for that ene in 
the London Gazette of Nov 2 

Couen, BARNETT, a rd, Cycle john High Court 

Pet Oct 8 Ord Nov 20 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of April 28 : 

Buacksuen, Francis Witxtam, South Shore, Blackpool, 

Builder Preston Pet March31 Ord April 22 


London Gazette.—Tuxspay, Dec 8. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Bate, Foner Altofts, eee General Dealer Wake 
fil 


Barnsley P¢ 


Pet Dec4 Ord Dec 4 
BrirxuyeEr, Louisa, a Flint, Confectioner Bangor Pet 
Dec5 Ord Dec5d 


Brook. Jonn, Gedling, Notts, coc Agent Notting- 
ham Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 

Bowman, Isaac. ee, Cumberland, Farmer Carlisle 
Pet Nov 14 Dec 4 : 

Capy, Carouing, Walton, Suffolk Ipswich Pet Dec 3 
Ord Dec 3 


Cuarke, Patrick Francis, Westmoreland ter, Newcastle 

iw yary , Draper Newcastle upon Tyne Pet Nov 2 
ec 
Gam, Joan, Fomenitt, Boot Maker Pontypridd Pet 
ec 4 

GILBERT, Me nensag : Denny, Royal rd, Kennington 
Park, Solicitor High Court Pet Dec 1 Ord Dec 4 

Guy ATT, , Cam 2 Tottenham, Builder Edmonton Pet 
Dec 

__ 7 


Hauson, Henry ALEXANDER, sn , Tob ist 
Winchester Pet Dec4 Ord D 

HensHA.u, James, Middlewich, Cossh. Builder Crewe Pet 
Dec2 Ord 


Dec2 

Hopasoy, Aubert Epwagp, Haxby, Yorks High Court 
Pet Nov11_ Ord Dec 4 

Homes, — Walsall, or Saddle Manufacturer Wal- 
sall’ Pet Dec 2. Ord Dec 5 

Hovcuton, R F, Francis st, Tottenham Court rd High 
Court ’ Pet Nov 13 Ord Dec 4 

Hutcaines, Gzorcz D’Oyty, Elgin av, Maida Vale, 
Mercantile Clerk High Court Pet Dec 4 a Dee 

or' 


Jounson, FREDERICK Ay poate Norwich, Tailor 
Pet Dec4 Ord Dec 4 y 
Hastings 
Dewsbury 





JonuwstTone, Quarters James, Bexhill, Draper 
Pet Nov 20 Ord Dec4 

Lez, Joun Henry, Mirfield, Yorks, Contractor 
Pet Dec3 Ord Dec 3 


Lewis, Rees Martin, Chelsea, Chemist High Court Pet 
Dec3 Ord Dec 3 

Many, Epwarp, Gromer, Tobacconist Norwich Tet Nov 
11 Ord Dec5d 


Maztin, Ewa, qeectueel, Lancs, Draper Preston Pet 
Nov 23 Ord 
Monpy, J Henry, oS Draper Leeds Pet Dec 2 Om 


Panapisg, Samvet Isaac, Northampton, Grocer North 
am! Pet Nov 30 Ord Nov 30 

BasHiey, Harry Marsuauy, * Helens, I W, Baker 
Ne mt Pet Dec5 Ord Dee 

Roserts, Ropert, arerenonan, | Botan, Denbigh, Farmet 

Pet Dec2 Ord Dec 

Rosgrts, Witu1am Prence, Theres, Denbigh, Solicitor 

Portmadoc Pet Dec2 Ord Dec 2 




















9 1903, 
—= 
raper Kenaj 
ner ~Blackbun 
Gloucester Pe 
et Dec 1 Oy 
ancs, Painter 


upon 
t Dec 1 


hant Burnley 
rtsmouth Pg 
nist Birken. 
le Pet Octy 
Toe 
~] Com mission 

Pet Noy » 

Pet Novy 3 


) Ord Nov% 
ant Prestog 


High Court 
Barnsley P¢ 
ner Warwick 
» Blacksmith 
om Tyne Pe 
conist Wake- 
dsworth Pet 
ed Victualler 
saler Bristol 
Yealer Leeds 
‘8, Scrap Iron 
High Court 
ished in 
High Court 
shed in the 


+» Blackpool, 
il 22 


aler Wake 
Bangor Pet 
nt Notting. 
mer Carlisle 
Pet Dec 3 


, Newcastle 
Pet Nov 2” 


ypridd Pet 
TY ke 
rd Dec 4 
nonton Pet 
Tobacconist 
Crewe Pet 
High Court 
turer Wal- 
t rl High 
Ont Dee 
xr Norwich 
Hastings 
Dewsbury 
Court Pet 
h Pet Nov 
reston Pet 
Dec 2° Ord 
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W, Baker 
gh, Farmer 
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RIOK, Hope, Derby, Company Promoter 


Pet Oct 20 Pet Dec3 
Fulham, Draper High Court Pet Dec | 


inden gdns, Bayswater, 
Financia gent High Court Pet Sept18 Ord Dec 3° 
SLL, =, ealdstone, ay nee Coffee house Keeper 
A Albans Pet Dec2 Ord Dec 
guagre, ALFRED Horatio a Cycle Agent 
Lincoln Pet Dec2 Ord Dec 
Srn0xs, Ba poy Woburn, Beds, Baioer Luton Pet Dec 
Dec 


3 
ie Francis fp wry Gloucester, Carpenter Gloucester 
Pet Dec3 Ord Dec 
Torrixc, Epwin kent Kingswood av, Queen’s Park, 
Metical Practitioner High Court Pet Oct 22 Ord 
Dec 3 


Dommtar, AT De eden Dealer Rochdale Pet 
ec 
Wartasn, & Harry, Ramsgate, Firewood Merchant Canter- 
bury Pet Nov23 Ord Dec5 
Wauan, 5 Tuows, Llantrissent, nr Usk, Farmer Newport, 
Pet Dec 5 Ord Dec 5 
wong, Epwarp Baryes, Woldingham Croydon Pet 
Nov 30 Ord Nov 30 
Your, Joun, Brighton, Carpenter Brighton Pet Dec 4 
Dec 4 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


AveRY ow} Tuomas Joux, Monmouth, Grocer Dec 18 
at 12 Off Rec, Westgate chmbs, Newport, Mon 

Buwert, ARTHUR CourTENEY, Martin’s In, Cannon st, 
_—— le Clerk Dec 17 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, 


Carey 

Bagnes, ll Gray, North Shoebury, Essex, Farm Bailiff 
Jan6at12 Shirehall, Chelmsford 

Brows. THomas, , Hants, Builder Dec 16 at 3 
Off Rec Cambrid june, igh st, Portemouth 

Gass, a Walton, Suffo — Dec 18 at 
215 O , 36. Princes st, Ipswi 

CHAPMAN, CuARLES Henry, Dews' Dec 16 at 11 Off 
Rec Bank chmbs, Corporation st, Dewsburv 

Cross, SAMUEL, Tony Labourer Dec 17 at 12 
135, High st, M- 


foes, WILLIAM, Dowlais, Glam, Repairer Dec 23. at 12 
35, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Rng Epwarb, Blaengwgnfi,Collier Dec 18 at 11.30 Off 
Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Gases, Cooper & Co, Leadenhall & Ste Agents 
Dec 21 at 11 Bankruptoy bid y st 

Graves, Epwin, Newport, Mon Dec 18 at 11 
0: Ree, Westeate chmbs, Hide Mon 

Graves, Joun Tomas, Carlton, nr Selby, Yorks, Farmer 
rE at .30 Off Rec, The Red House, Duncombe pl, 

() 

Hoyovg, roam Maddox st, ag 4 st, ree Agent 
Dec 21 at 12 Bankruptey bldgs, Tend 

weceees, Tsomas, Lower Clapton, Merchant Dec 
17 at 230 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Jounson, Freperick Wiii1am, Norwich, Tailor Dec 16 at 
4 Off Reo, 8 st, Norwii 

Krutaxp, H > % C, Telford Park, Accountant 
Dec 16 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Kreman, Freperick WIL IAM, ngston upon Hull, 
Watchmaker Deciéatil Off an Trinity House in, 


Hull 
eres, | Tuomas Jonny, HM tec tn a Scrubbs 


6at11 Bankruptcy bi 

Layroy, Lzonarp AvaGustTvus, bre, Hotel = 
hase Dec 16 at 12 Off Rec, etty Cury, Cam. 

Laz, pad Henry, Mirfield, Yorks, Contractor Dec 16 at 
12 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corporation st st, Dewsbury 

Marsearn, Wiiuiam Hexry, Newton le W: 
_— Presser Dec 16 at 3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Man- 

ester 


mut, Arraur Caar.ezs, Landore, nr Swansea, Commission 
Agent Dec 18 at 11.45 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, 


Swansea 

peeves, Sues Timotuy, Dowlais, Glam Dec 22 at 12 135, 

1g! 

Pagavise, oe Ga Northampton, ~~jed Dec 16 at 
12.30 O; , Bridge st, Northampto: 

Parrersoy, Eanest MacFerripag, crete Solicitor 
Dec 18 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Payne, ae, on Glass Cutter Dec 16 at 12 
174, Corporation st, irmingham 

PowELt, Groree, Fisherton, ay, Builder Dec 17 at 
at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Curey st 

Prosyn, Georce Samue., Sparkhill, Birmingham, Gun 
Barrel Filer Dec 18 at 12 174, Corporation st, Bir- 


Row.anp, wa ane, Draper Dec 21 at12 Bank- 


ru 
ScurorpeR, Henry a Linden gdns, Bayswater, 
Financial Agent Dec 17 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, 


Care 

Scorr, Victor, W: Williamstown,Glam, Watchmaker Dec21 

at 3 1 st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Boorr, Kate, Wallsend. Draper Dec 16 at 11.80 Off Rec, 
30, Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 

Sru,, Pui, Wealstone, Harrow, Ceffee house Keeper 
Dec 16 at 12 Off Rec, 4, Bedford row 

Sitverstons, Hares, Swansea, Deaper Dee 18 at 12.15 

. 31, A rd, Swansea 

Sumons, Wittiam Henry, West 

Painter Dec 16 at 11 174, 


Supsox, Caruertne Rosser, Pont 
18at12 135, High st, Merthyr 
H, — Birmingham, 
tion st, Birmi' ™m 
Srepnens, Wiiuram, and Nichotas Marrix Sreruens, 
Earlesto Lancs. ‘Builders Dec 16 at 2.30 Off Rec, 


nin Glam, 


, House 

st, Bir- 
Tea Dealer Dec 
Dec 21 at 11 174, 


Byrom st, 
Teaspatx, Jonn, Wilson Green, Birmi Labourer 
Deo 18.0 1 il "114, Corporation ot Binmtngoeen 


Licensed Victualler | 


illows, Lancs, - 


may A uae 
Toneny Hons, See Montgomery, Farmer Dec 


at 10 1 High «, Newtown 
Wassann Parr, Bream, West 


at Dec 16at 11 Bankru: 
ADJUDICATIONS. 

Bau, Wootston, Altofts, Yorks, General Dealer Wake- 
field Pet Dec4 Ord Dec 4 

Sone -% ion ® Rhyl, Flint, Confectioner Bangor Pet 

Baoen, ¢ ‘eo Gedling. Notts, Commission Agent, Notting- 

et Dec5 Ord Dec5 

me... 3 ieaae Horace, Bramham gdns, Earl’s Court, 

Motor Car Agent Court Pet Oct 23 Ord Dee 3 

Gang, Sema, Walton, Suffolk Ipswich Pet Dec 3 

Danigts, Percy, Ryder st, St James’s High Court Pet 
Bept 12 Ord 

Dossiz, WILLIAM, Hastings, Builder Hastings Pet Dec 1 
Ord Dec 4 


Garr. Joun, Pontypridd, Boot Maker Pontypridd Pet 
Dec4 Ord Decs — 


Hauson, Henry -% 
Winchester Pet Dec4 
Homes, Freep, W: 
Waleall Pet Dec2 Ord Dec 2 
Hourcuins, Georcr D’Ovty, Elgin av, Maida Vale, Clerk 
High Court Pet Dec4 Ord Dec4 
Jounson, Frepgrick Wiuiiam, Norwich, Tailor Norwich 
Pet Dec4 Ord Dec4 
Lan vest -S. oe _— Yorks, Contractor Dewsbury 
Lewis, Ress A tng Chemist High Court Pet 
Dec3 Ord Dec3 
Manrtinpate, James Bert, Manchester, Merchant Man- 
chester Pet Nov19 Ord Dec5 
—J Henry, Leeds, Draper Leeds Pet Dec 2 Ord 
ec 2 
Nocso.ips, Wii11am, Southall, Ironmonger Windsor Pet 
Nov 30 Ord Dec 3 
Parapise, Samugy Isaac, N , Grocer North- 
ampton Pet Nov 30 ‘Ord Nov 30 
Rarns, Rosert Haagpine, Bolton Pet 
Oct 14 Ord Dec4 
Rasuiey, Haney Marswatt, St Helen’s, I of W, Baker 
Ne Pet Dec 5 Ord Dec 5 
et Dec 2 Ord Dec 2 
Ropzyx, eee pL ussell sq, Commission 
Agent = Pet Ord Dec 3 
RosENTHAL, Warwick, Tailor 
Ro __PebNow 2 Draper’ ‘High Court Pet 
WLAND, ROBERT, 
8 tg ~ nt B Lincoln, Cycle Agent 
HARPE, ALFRED Horatio —y" y' 
Lincoln Pet Dec2 Ord Dec 2 
Builder Birmingham Pet 
HARD Martyrs LatTHam, 
partners High Court 


Roseets, ey 


on, 


aw | -~ yaemeree Beds, Draper Luton Pet Dec 
Srosss, Francis aps, Gata, Carpenter Glouces- 
ter Pet Dec3 Ord Dec 


Taarre, James VINCENT, wg Freperick Grorce Evens, 

Union ct, See Saou High 

. —— => * 26 Ord Deo . 

‘AYLoR, Grorce WI 4 Commission Agen’ 
art Pet Oct 16 Ord Dee 3 

Tissit, Jonny, Brighton, Brighton Pet Dec 4 


4 
Town.ey, ALFRED, araam, Coal Dealer Rochdale Pet 
Dec3 Ord Dec3 


TuRNER, .y Liandrinio, Montgomery, Farmer New- 
town Pet Nov * Ms Dec 8 

WA.psn, Sooner ae Berks, Builder 

Wi Heading" he Nov ik, Ord De ok, a Farmer Ni 

ILLIAMS, THOMAS, nr ew- 

port, Mon Pet Dec5 Ord ‘Dec 5 see 

Wimsusu, Epwarp Barnes, W: 
Pet Nov 30 Ord Nov 30 


London of Oct 
on, ae Thornton Heath Couydon Pet Oct 19 





LAW ASSOCIATION, 
For the Benefit of Mate ped po nag Solicitors in the 


Supported by Life and Annual Subseri on and by 
e uu ns 
Lap = a 


p rm a 
Ti eeticl afforded last yous cmounted to £1,105. 
A subscription of One Guinea annum constitutes a 
ana and a payment of Ten Guiness membership for 


Application to be made to the Srorerany E. Evelyn 
55, Lincoln’s-inn W.C.” 


R. F. F. MONTAGUE, LL.B., continues 
to PREPARE for the SOLICITORS’ FINAL and 
TE ATIONS; result. 





























CANADIAN PACIFIC RAILWAY 
COMPANY. 


ISSUE OF 


Ag STERLING PERPETUAL 4 
P CENT. CONSOLIDATED DEBEN- 
TURE STOCK. 


Tur Canapran Paciric Raitway Compasy is prepared 
receive applications for the above Stock, bearing i 
the sate. <f @ owe Eat. per ean, comes fi 
Jan payable at the Com; 
reared and ist a in ¥ 
a respects identical with that quoted on 
The gyre t is 106 oe Oa pega as follows :— 


£10 on. 
16 — January 4th, 1904. 


20 » oa! \e 
20 ” March . 
20 ” 10th. 
20 ” y 9th. 








£106 


after allotment, raat t in full g 4 ya gl papa 
discount at the rate et 8 per Cent. 
and Stock Certificates will then be be mf for. 
fai Stock. 
The above-ment oned Debenture Stock is issued 
to provide (1) for 9 eost of the Company’s Atlantic 
ne, consisting of Fitteen Ocean Steam- 
their ae eo, as shewn in the 
Report, amounting to 
Biat7, + S00 and and (2) the oot oF Four Hun and 
— y-one additional Miles of Railway Lines 
nstracted and acquired pureuant to aw 
given 7 Shareholders, and amounting to 
will be closed on or before Wetting, 
se Maen 8 San, ae in cases where it is 
practicable to tS make day allotment, the amv deposited on 
application will as soon as possible. 
The failure to Pay any instalment when due renders all 
5 London, E.C. 


December 10th, 1908. 





Fg oH ing an for an Articled aed ark; 
ee ped * Office, 27, tam 


ean (19) Be mires Situation as 
writing, fair Shorthand rt — th * ‘et, 


18, Vere-street, W.C. 
sy CLICITOR (38 aduaiited 1899) Desires De 
veyancing bre cia geod one f E 
Common Law, ee and 
; salary moderate.—Box ea thicitere! 
»” Office, 27, Chancery-lane, W.C. 


ANTED, in Solicitors’ vot Sathana, 
ty lattes Clerk, with good knowledge of 
+ ew Oat Oo Ironmonger-lane, eae eo 


3 entre EXTRAORDINARY! 
b and mastered in 12 lessons. 

















asthemtele 
WHEA 
pena. _______ are 


AM YARD SOUP KITCHEN and 


H 
President H.R. The DUKE OF CAMBR' 
The Committee 


Relief, 

20 beds in . 
late Charles Saxton, 
& Forward, 

















Leeds, 
Dec 16 at 11.90, Off Rev, 22, Park row, Leeds 
pron, 5 Epwin Samvet, Kingswood av, Queen’s Park, 


, 
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ELEVENTH IMPRESSION. 
1898). aes 


INSTITUTES ot JOSTINIAN 


With English Introduction, Translation, and Notes, 


By the Late THOMAS COLLETT SANDARS, 


M.A., Barrister-at-Law. 


LONGMANS, GREEN, & CO. 


(RevisEp AND CoRRECTED 
-" 18s. 


London : 





LAW PARTNERSHIPS & SUCCESSIONS. 
For Vacancies in Town and Country, or for Introduction 
to Gentlemen requiring above, apply to 
3. HARCOURT SMITH. 
Partnership Agent and Law Costs Draftsman. 

7, GRAY’S INN PLACE, W.C. 

Late or 63, Cuancery LANE. 
N.B.—MORTGAGE SECURITIES WANTED. 





To Students attending Legal Classes. 


OMFORTABLE APARTMENTS, with or 
without Board ; bath-room and bicycle shed; terms 
moderate.— Apply, Mrs. L. (Widow of a Solicitor’s 
yk 3, Alderbrooke-road, Clapham Common (West 
Side), 8. 





AW.— GREAT SAVING. — For poo 
payment 25 per cent. will be taken off the following 
writing charges :— . 
Abstracts Copied 8 per sheet. 
Briefs and Drafts 3 per 20 folios. 
Deeds Round Hand 2 per folio. 
Deeds ~ rane 0 per ag 
Full Copi 2 per foli : 
PAPER. ~ Heep, 1d. “per ‘sheet ; Draft, fa. ditto ; 
Parchment, 1s. 6d. to 3s. 6d. per skin. 


KERR & LANHAM, 16, Furnival-street, Holborn, E.C. 
£500 to £25,000, or Upwards.—Loans 
on permanent sre ean be immediately 

ged on good Freehold or Leasehold Securities, Rever- 

aon Absolute Life Interests, or other eligible Securities. 
Weeklies not entertained. Not trust funds. meet 


Wis P. Neat, Esq., Solicitor, Pinner’s Hall, Great 
Winchester-street, London E.C. 


eSOwowos 








ESTABLISHED 1851. 


BIRKBECK BANK, 


Southampton-buildings, Chancery-lane, London, W.C. 
CURRENT ACCOUNTS. 


Oj ontheminimum monthly balances, o 
I, when not drawn below £100, ° 
DEPOSIT ACCOUNTS. 


As sf on Deposits, repayable on demand. 23 +. 


STOCKS AND SHARES. 
Stocks and Shares purchased and sold for customers. 
The BIRKBECK ALMANACK, with full particulars, 


post-free 
C. A. RAVENSCROFT, Managing Director. 
Telephone No. 5 Housorn. 
Telegraphic Address: “ Birnxseck, Lonpon.’ 





PHENIX ASSURANCE CO., Ltd. 


PHGNIX FIRE OFFICE, 


ESTABLISHED 1782. 
49, Lombard Street, & 57, Charing Cross, London. 


Lowest Current Rates. 
Liberal and Prompt Settlements. 
Assured fre of all Liability. 
Electric Lighting Rules supplied. 
LAW COURTS | BRANCH : 


40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 


A. W. COUSINS, District Manager. 
FOSDS IN HAND - - £2,386,639. 





salatiee oee OFFICE. 
Founded 1710. 





GYPTIAN HALL.—England’s Home of } 


nas | Established 30 years.—Lessee and Manager 
Mr. J. eae PERFORMANCES DAILY, at 


Tenth aa of THE PHILOSOPHER’S STONE, in- 
vented and written by Mr. Nevil Maskelyne. The Merriest 
] Romance ever introduced. 
ew Wonders by Herr Valadon. 
Magic. Thought Transference by Mechanism. 
Mysterious Drum that Can’t be Beaten. All the Gems of 
Animated Photography, &c. 
Reserved and numbered seats, 5s. and 3s.; unreserved, 
2«.; best balcony in London, Is. Children ‘ender 12 half- 


Marvellous Cels —_ 





ENERAL  REVERSIONARY AND 
INVESTMENT COMPANY, LIMITED, 
No. 26 PALL MALL, LONDON, 58.W. 
bee on sym 


(REMOVED FRom 5 
Established 1836, and by Special Act 
£619,870. 


further em: 
Parliament, 14 £15 15 ‘or c. 130. 
Share and Debenture Capital 
Reversions Purchased on favourable terms. Loans o 
Reversions made either at annual interest or for Geferred 
charges. Policies P: . 


THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 
LIMITED 


(EstaBLisHeD 1828), 
Purchase oe Interests in Real and Personal 
Property, and Life Interests and Life Policies, and 
Advance Money upon these Securities. 
Paid-up Share and Debenture Capital, £637,525. 
The Society has moved from 17, King’s Arms-yard to 
30, COLEMAN STREET, E.C. 


EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY 


INTEREST SOCIETY, Limited. 
10, LANCASTER PLACE, STRAND, W.C. 
ESTABLISHED 1835. CAPITAL, £500,000. 
Reversions and Life Interests in Landed or Funded Pro- 
perty or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED or 
LOANS granted thereon. 
Interest on Loans may he Capitalized, 
Cc. H. CL ‘ON, 
F. H. CLAYTON, 


19th CENTURY BUILDING SOCIETY, 


ADELAIDE PLACE, LONDON BRIDGE, E.G. 
Assets -« # # £158,000. 
CHAIRMAN : 

Sir ——_ WALDEMAR LAWRENCE, Bazr., J.P:, 
oF Mitre-court- buildings, Temple, E.C. 


Prompt and Liberal Advances to Purchase, Build, 
Improve Freehold, Leasehold, or Copyhold Property. 

Borrowers Interest 4 per "cent. Monthly oo, 
which include Principal, Premium, and Interest for eac 
£100: 10 years, £1 1s. 1d.; 12 years, 18s. 4d.; 15 years, 15s. 6d., 
18 years, 14s. 2d.; 21 years, 12s. 11d. Survey Fee to £500, 


lf-a-guinea. 
Prospectus free of FREDERICK LONG, Manager. 


BENJAMIN GRAD, 








Joint 
Secretaries. 








(peat - Pacem i LINE PLEASURE 


IB 
The Steamship “ ORIENT ”’ (6, ck tons register, 7,500 
wee will leave London 13th January, ai 
TENERIFFE, naeers, TRINIDAD. 
8ST. LUCIA, TINIQUE, J AMAICA, CUBA, 
MADEIRA, BRALTAR, 
Arriving back in London 7th March. 
Fares from 50 ene upwards. 


RF. cum é & Psd. ANDE ON, ANDERSON, & (9, 
Office: FENCHURCH AVENUE 
For oe ly to the latter Firm at 5, Fenchura. 
avenue, Lo: \C.; or tothe West End Branch Office, 
28, Cockspur-stree t, London, 8.W. 





Telephone: 602 Holbora, 


EDE, SON, AND RAVENSCROF?, 


ESTABLISHED 1689. 


Sadak. 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENTS 
To H.M. THE KING and H.M. THE QUEEN, 
Robe Makers to the Lord Chancellor and Judges. 


ROBES FOR KING’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS, 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
COURT SUITS IN CLOTH AND VELVET. 


Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town Clerks, 
Clerks of the Peace, and Coroners. 


CORPORATION AND UNIVERSITY GOWM. 


93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1900, 


ROBE 
MAKERS. 


COURT 
TAILORS, 








Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the 
shortest notice. 


The BOOKS and FORMS kept in Stock for immediate use. 


Saare CertiricatTes, Desentures, &c., & ved and 
printed. Orricrat Szaxs designed and execu tel. 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 





TRANSLATOR, 


49, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. | 


TELEPHONE 6011 CENTRAL 


ALL LANGUAGES. 


ECIALITY : | 
LEGAL TRANSLATIONS. | 
RUSSIAN TYPEWRITING. | 


RICHARD FLINT & CO, 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &., 
49, FLEET STREET, LONDON, E.C. (corner of 
Serjeants’ Inn). 

Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 
NOW READY, SECOND EDITION. PRICE 5s. 


A Practical Handbook to the Companies Acts. 
By Francis J. Green, of the Inner Temple, Barrister-at-Lavw. 





LaseLtepD EPPS’S Tins ony. 


SORENESS AND DRYNESS. 
HOARSENESS, TICKLING AND IRRITATION. 


THROAT ioe 


SOFTEN AND CLEAR THE VOICE. 
ALWAYS EFFECTIVE 


2>._JUJUBES—13} 


JAMES EPPS & CO., Ltd., Homeopathic Chemists, 
London. 


AND 


ADAME TUSSAUD’S EXHIBITION. 
Baker-street Station. 
In connection with Trains and ’Buses from all parts. 
Lifelike and Realistic Portrait Models of 
MAJESTIES 
The KING and QUEEN of ITALY. 
Magnificent Tableaux representing Naval, Military, and 
other Historical Events 
MADAME TUSSAUD'S ROUMANIAN BAND. 
Delightful Music all day. Orchestral Performances. 
Special Quartette in Tea Room. 
Admission, 1s.; Children under 12, a. Extra Rooms, 6d. 
Open from ten till te 
MADAME FTUBSAUD' 8 EXHIBITION. 








AYLISS. 


PATENT 


Complete List Free. 


ANM 





wnnicannnt RAILING. 


VICTORIA WORKS, WOLVERHAMPTON. 


JONES, 
anne 


IRON 
AND WIRE 


FENCING, 
(hte 








GUARDS, &c. 


IN STREET 
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